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House of Representatives 
The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. FORTENBERRY). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC, 
June 20, 2005. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable JEFF 
FORTENBERRY to act as Speaker pro tempore 
on this day. 

J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

MORNING HOUR DEBATES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2005, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning hour debates. The Chair will 
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to 
exceed 30 minutes, and each Member, 
except the majority leader, the minor-
ity leader, or the minority whip, lim-
ited to not to exceed 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) for 5 min-
utes.

f 

CANADA SUPREME COURT 
STRIKES BAN ON PRIVATE 
HEALTH INSURANCE 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, earlier 
this month the Supreme Court over-
turned a law that prevented people 
from buying health insurance, that is, 
private health insurance, to pay for 
medical services available from and 
through Medicare, the publicly funded 
system. The ruling means that citizen 
residents can pay privately for medical 
service, even if the services are already 
covered under the state-provided 
health care system. 

Now, what does that mean? Perhaps 
you did not see this ruling, but that is 
because it was not the United States 
Supreme Court and Medicare and ‘‘pri-
vate contract’’ we are talking about. It 
was the Canadian Supreme Court and 
Canada’s socialized health care pro-
gram under Medicare and Quebec’s ban. 

Now, how did this come about? Well, 
a courageous Canadian doctor, Jacques 
Chaoulli, and his patient, 70-year-old 
Montreal businessman, George 
Zeliotis, waited for a hip surgery re-
placement, decided enough is enough, 
and challenged the constitionality of 
the Canadian ban on private payment. 
He argued that long waiting lines and 
times for surgery contradicted the 
country’s constitutional guarantee of 
‘‘life, liberty and the security of the 
person.’’ He argued that the wait was 
unreasonable, endangered his life, and 
infringed on his constitutional rights. 

The Court split 3–3 over whether the 
ban on private insurance violates the 
Canadian Charter of Rights and Free-
doms, something like our Bill of 
Rights, but agreed in striking the ban, 
saying that, ‘‘Access to a waiting list 
is not access to health care’’, in its rul-
ing. They went on further to say, ‘‘The 
evidence in this case shows that delays 
in the public health care system are 
widespread, and that, in some serious 
cases, patients die as a result of wait-
ing lists for public health care. The evi-
dence also demonstrates that the pro-
hibition against private health insur-
ance and its consequences of denying 
people vital health care results in 
physical and psychological suffering 
that meets a threshold test of serious-
ness.’’ 

Now, my colleagues, while the ruling 
applies only to the province of Quebec, 
one wonders if this could fundamen-
tally change the way health care is de-
livered across that country. Canada is 
currently the only major industrialized 
country in the world that does not 
allow any private administration of 

health care services that are provided 
by the public system. 

Now, John Williamson, President of 
the Canadian Taxpayers Federation 
said with hope, ‘‘This is a breach in 
government monopoly health care in 
this country’’. That is in Canada. ‘‘It is 
going to open up litigation across the 
country and the other nine provinces 
as taxpayers there press for their same 
right, which is the right to seek and 
buy insurance to cover private health 
care.’’ 

And some Canadians worry that this 
is the beginning of the end of what 
they considered a national treasure. 
Well, this is not cause for alarm, or by 
those who have for years argued for our 
Medicare private contract ban here in 
the United States, it simply is not a 
threat, said the Court. ‘‘It cannot be 
concluded from the evidence con-
cerning the Quebec plan or the plans of 
the other provinces of Canada, or from 
the evolution of the systems of various 
OECD countries, that an absolute pro-
hibition on private insurance is nec-
essary to protect the integrity of the 
public plan.’’ 

And I would argue, my colleagues, in 
fact, it is the Canadian middle class 
who have probably been most injured, 
not the very, very wealthy, because 
they just pay out of pocket. They can 
afford it. Remember that the ban is on 
private insurance, not private health 
care, so the very rich could still go on 
and get out of this waiting line that 
the rest of the middle class have to 
continue to participate in. 

And furthermore, a whole industry of 
medical tourism was spawned. For dec-
ades Canadians of means have been 
traveling to the premiere medical fa-
cilities here in the United States, espe-
cially in my sunny locales in the State 
of Florida to enjoy lovely weather, 
while they are also getting the benefits 
of health care facilities in Florida. 

This means that the Court, the Cana-
dian Court, sees that a national com-
prehensive coverage program can 
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peacefully coexist with private health 
insurance. My colleagues, we have been 
saying that in the United States for 
years.

f 

RECESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until 2 
p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 36 
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until 2 p.m.

f 

b 1400 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. BOOZMAN) at 2 p.m. 

f 

PRAYER 

The Reverend Stan Scroggins, Asso-
ciate Pastor, First Baptist Church, 
Magnolia, Arkansas, offered the fol-
lowing prayer: 

O God, we thank You for blessing this 
Nation. Help us not to forget that with 
Your blessing comes our responsibility 
to bless the peoples of the Earth. 

We confess our need for Your guid-
ance. Extend Your mercy and love, for-
give us of our self-seeking ways, and 
make us into a Nation after Your own 
heart. 

We recognize that these are chal-
lenging days, and the decisions made 
by this House will have profound effect 
on our Nation and the world. Help 
every Representative to seek wisdom 
from You with every decision to be 
made. 

Deliver us from our enemies, grant 
protection to our citizens, and forever 
allow this Nation to be a beacon of 
freedom and peace so that Your name 
will forever be honored on the Earth. 

Hear our prayer, O God, and continue 
to bless America, we pray. Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida led the Pledge 
of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

IDENTITY THEFT

(Mr. PRICE of Georgia asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
every year more than 3 million Ameri-
cans have their identities stolen. That 
is one every 10 seconds. These incred-
ible statistics show that identity theft 
both online and offline is not slowing 
down. Just this past week we learned 
of another incident where up to 40 mil-
lion identities were compromised. 

The last Congress overwhelmingly 
approved legislation known as the 
FACT Act, and President Bush signed 
it into law. It helps you to protect your 
identity by providing a free credit re-
port every year, requiring creditors 
who lent money in your name to a 
thief to help you clear your name, and 
creating a single place where a fraud 
alert can be put on your credit history 
and honored all across America. 

Congress has taken steps to strength-
en identity theft laws, but the bad guys 
are still out there, and commonsense 
precautions are the key to help Ameri-
cans from becoming victims. 

Mr. Speaker, people do not give the 
keys to their house to complete strang-
ers, and that same lesson applies to 
identity theft. I urge all Americans to 
guard the keys to their identity as we 
in Congress continue to find aggressive 
solutions. 

f 

THE WAR IN IRAQ 

(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, depend-
ing on whom you listen to, the insur-
gents in Iraq are either in their last 
throes or they are growing in size and 
strength. But both the administration 
and critics seem to agree that the U.S. 
military will be deployed to Iraq for a 
long time to come. It is our quagmire. 

Every day our forces wake up in Iraq, 
more die and are wounded, and more 
families on the home front are strained 
and suffer losses. At some terrible 
point in the future, the Nation’s lead-
ers will say, Enough is enough. Wheth-
er the number of casualties at that 
point will be 5,000 or 10,000 or 50,000, I 
do not know. Whether the cost at that 
point will be $250 billion, $350 billion, 
or $500 billion, I do not know. At some 
point, the terrible arithmetic of the 
war will add up to overwhelm every-
body. 

But this war can end another way. It 
can end if enough Members of Congress 
consider and cosponsor House Joint 
Resolution 55, a bipartisan bill intro-
duced last week to require the Presi-
dent to initiate troop withdrawal no 
later than October 1, 2006. Thank the 
troops, and bring them home.

f 

JUNETEENTH 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, there are many times that 

this Nation has celebrated its freedom. 
One that comes to mind is the celebra-
tion after the Revolutionary War, then 
the celebration after Abraham Lincoln 
pronounced the Emancipation Procla-
mation in 1863. But today I rise to cele-
brate Juneteenth, a holiday that is 
now celebrated across the Nation, but 
Texans and Louisianans know it well, 
for because the Union soldiers were too 
busy, the slaves in Texas, some 200,000, 
did not know of emancipation until 
1865. 

When General Granger landed in Gal-
veston, he read the words, ‘‘The people 
of Texas are informed that in accord-
ance with a proclamation from the ex-
ecutive of the United States, all slaves 
are free.’’ And so this weekend on June 
19, across the State of Texas and Lou-
isiana and around the Nation, we cele-
brated freedom. We sang, we spoke 
about freedom and the preciousness of 
it. We thanked America for its values 
and belief in freedom. 

I would like to thank State Rep-
resentative Al Edwards, a Texan and a 
constituent of my congressional dis-
trict, who is known as the Father of 
Juneteenth. It is important to honor 
freedom wherever it is found.

f 

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO 
BOARD OF VISITORS TO UNITED 
STATES AIR FORCE ACADEMY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

PRICE of Georgia). Pursuant to 10 
U.S.C. 9355(a), amended by Public Law 
108–375, and the order of the House of 
January 4, 2005, the Chair announces 
the Speaker’s appointment of the fol-
lowing Member of the House to the 
Board of Visitors to the United States 
Air Force Academy: 

Ms. KILPATRICK, Michigan. 
f 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE RANDY ‘‘DUKE’’ 
CUNNINGHAM, MEMBER OF CON-
GRESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-

fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable RANDY 
‘‘DUKE’’ CUNNINGHAM, Member of Con-
gress:

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, June 16, 2005. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a subpoena, issued by the 
Superior Court for Imperial County, Cali-
fornia, for documents. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedent and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
RANDY ‘‘DUKE’’ CUNNINGHAM, 

Member of Congress. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
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which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
and that I may include tabular mate-
rial on the consideration of H.R. 2863, 
Department of Defense Appropriations 
Act, 2006. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

f 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2006. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 315 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2863. 

The Chair designates the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CAMP) as chairman 
of the Committee of the Whole, and re-
quests the gentleman from Arkansas 
(Mr. BOOZMAN) to assume the chair 
temporarily. 

b 1407 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2863) 
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2006, and for other 
purposes, with Mr. BOOZMAN (Acting 
Chairman) in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 

the rule, the bill is considered as hav-
ing been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) each 
will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG).

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, first I want to say to 
the House that the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) has been a 
partner in this effort from day one in 
preparing and presenting this national 
defense bill. It is a truly bipartisan ap-
propriations bill to provide for the se-
curity of our Nation and to provide for 
the troops who serve our Nation and to 
provide them with the equipment and 
the technology necessary to accom-
plish their mission and to protect 
themselves while they do that. I extend 
my thanks to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. I also thank Chairman 
LEWIS of the Appropriations Com-
mittee for the support that he has 
given us as well as the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the ranking 
member on the Appropriations Com-
mittee. 

This appropriations bill is a good bi-
partisan bill, a nonpartisan bill. There 

are no politics involved at all. It is 
simply to provide for maintaining our 
security and to provide for our troops. 
Copies of this legislation have been 
available for several weeks now. There 
have been reports distributed to all of 
the Members. Although this bill is $3.3 
billion less than the budget resolution 
provided for us, we were able to use 
some skillful oversight and be able to 
produce this bill at $3.3 billion less 
than the President’s request and less 
than the budget had provided. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill.
Mr. Chairman, I’m pleased to come to the 

floor to present the Department of Defense 
Appropriations Act for fiscal year 2006. This 
legislation includes $363.7 billion in the base 
appropriations bill, of which $363.4 billion is 
new discretionary budget authority. 

In addition, $45.3 billion is provided in a 
bridge fund to support ongoing operations in 
Iraq and Afghanistan; this is consistent with 
authority provided in the budget resolution, 
and follows the lead of the Armed Services 
Committee, which authorized $49 billion for 
this purpose in the House-passed version of 
the National Defense Authorization Act. 

The Subcommittee allocation for the base 
bill is $3.3 billion below the President’s re-
quest. This presented us with some difficult 
challenges, but I believe we have made ap-
propriate choices given our allocation. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. 
MURTHA, was a full partner in this process. 
This bill was developed with bipartisan support 
and deserves bipartisan support. 

Let me discuss some of the major funding 
highlights in the base bill: 

For military personnel, we fully fund the pay 
raise of 3.1 percent as requested by the Presi-
dent, and we fully support quality of life and 
family-oriented programs. 

To support our soldiers and their families, 
we have added $30 million for Impact Aid and 
increased Family Advocacy programs by $20 
million. 

In operation and maintenance, the base bill 
provides funding for critical training, readiness 
and I maintenance activities at roughly the his-
toric level for these programs; the overall in-
crease is $3.2 billion over the 2005 level. 

I In the Army acquisition accounts, we fully 
fund the request of $882.4 million for 240 
Stryker vehicles. We also fully fund the re-
quest of $443.5 million for modifications and 
improvements to the M1 Abrams tank, an in-
crease of $326.5 million over the 2005 level. 

In Naval aviation we fully fund the request 
for 130 aircraft, including 42 F/A–18’s, com-
pared to 115 total aircraft provided in fiscal 
year 2005. In addition, 8 aircraft are shifted 
back to the Air Force consistent with the res-
toration of the C–130J multiyear procurement 
contract. 

In shipbuilding we make some significant 
adjustments to the President’s request: 

We are funding the new construction of 8 
ships, as opposed to 4 new ships as proposed 
in the budget. 

We continue production of an additional 
DDG–51 destroyer, which was proposed for 
termination in the budget. 

Funds are provided to acquire 2, rather than 
just 1, T–AKE ammunition ships, consistent 
with the authorization bill. 

In addition, we’re providing funds for 3 lit-
toral combat ships, 2 more than were included 
in the President’s budget request. 

For the Air Force: 
We are fully funding the budget request for 

procurement of 24 F/A–22 Raptors in 2006, 
and advance procurement for 29 aircraft in 
2007. 

We are restoring funding for the C–130J 
multiyear procurement program by transferring 
funding from the Navy to the Air Force. The 
Air Force will procure 9 aircraft; the Navy will 
procure 4 tanker variants. 

Full funding is recommended for the pro-
curement of 15 C–17 aircraft, with advance 
procurement for 7 additional aircraft in 2007. 

In the research and development accounts: 
We follow the lead of the Armed Services 

Committee in recommending no funds for ad-
vance procurement for the DD(X) destroyer,
but are keeping the program alive by providing 
$670 million in R&D. 

We are accelerating development of the 
CG(X) cruiser, by increasing funding from $30 
million to $80 million. 

Full funding of $935.5 million is provided for 
5 V–XX helicopters. 

We provide a total of $4.9 billion, as re-
quested by the President, for research and de-
velopment associated with the Joint Strike 
Fighter program. 

As I mentioned earlier, the bill also includes 
$45.3 billion in fiscal year 2006 funding to sus-
tain the war effort in a bridge fund. The 2006 
budget resolution reserves $50 billion for con-
tingency operations in support of the global 
war on terrorism. In addition, the Armed Serv-
ices Committee proposed, and the House has 
approved, an authorization of over $49 billion 
for the same purposes. This bill has slightly 
lower levels for the military personnel ac-
counts and the procurement accounts based 
on more recent information we have received 
from the Department of Defense. 

I believe the $45 billion bridge fund in this 
bill for contingency operations is the respon-
sible thing to do to support our troops. It will 
ensure they face no interruption in funding for 
the first six months of fiscal year 2006 as they 
face our enemies abroad. 

Over 80 percent of the funds in title IX are 
provided for military personnel, and operation 
and maintenance accounts. In addition, $2.5 
billion is for intelligence activities; $2.1 billion 
is for fuel and war consumables; and $2.9 bil-
lion is for procurement to replace war losses 
and provide force protection for our men and 
women in uniform. 

Mr. Chairman, this summarizes the major 
elements of the recommendations before you. 
We have not been able to meet all the needs 
identified by the Defense Department and by 
Members of Congress. However, within the 
budget constraints we faced, I think we struck 
a fair balance that deserves the support of the 
House. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge support for this legisla-
tion.
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
I say that I agree with the chairman 

completely. It is the best we could do 
with the amount of money they gave 
us. It is completely bipartisan. It takes 
care of the troops. It has been distrib-
uted to everybody. We will go right to 
the 5-minute rule. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 2 minutes to pay 
tribute to a longtime staffer of this de-
fense subcommittee. This is the first 
time that I have had the opportunity 
to bring a defense appropriations bill 
to the floor without having Kevin 
Roper sitting here beside me and pro-
viding the staff assistance that he has 
provided so eloquently. 

He served this committee for 20 
years, first as the aide to the then-
ranking member, Congressman Joe 
McDade. Prior to the 20 years that he 
served this committee in the minority 
status and the majority status, he 
served 10 years in the United States 
Air Force. Kevin Roper is just a very, 
very special patriot. His knowledge of 
the defense establishment, his knowl-
edge of the defense appropriations bill 
is extremely unique. I am just really 
proud to call him a friend. I am very, 
very heavyhearted to announce that he 
is leaving the committee to move on to 
spending more time with his family, 
his wife, and his children. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to recog-
nize the fact that this Kevin Roper 
that I am speaking about, everyone on 
the floor should recognize him. He has 
been here so long. Kevin Roper, God 
bless you for the good work you have 
done. Thank you very much. We appre-
ciate you.

Mr. Chairman, this is the first time that I 
have brought a Defense Appropriations Bill to 
the floor that I haven’t had Kevin Roper by my 
side as the Staff Director of the Subcommittee 
and as he leaves the Committee staff to pur-
sue other interests, I wanted to let the record 
show how much we all have valued his coun-
sel over the years. 

Kevin served the Appropriations Committee 
for more than 20 years, and he had a distin-
guished career in the Air Force for 10 years 
before that. He came to the committee in Au-
gust of 1984 when he served as Congress-
man and Ranking Minority member Joe 
McDade’s associate staff for Defense matters. 
Joe appointed him to be the Minority staff di-
rector in 1988 when our dear friend George 
Allen, his predecessor, passed away during an 
official mission overseas. 

When the Republicans became the majority 
party in 1995, Kevin became the Majority staff 
director serving both me and Chairman JERRY 
LEWIS for the past 10 years in that capacity. 
During that period of time he assisted me and 
Chairman LEWIS in the preparation, passage, 
and conference of 10 annual Defense Appro-
priation bills and more than 21 Supplemental 
and wrap up bills which contained Defense 
Chapters. 

Kevin to this day loves his work and worked 
tirelessly to assist us in providing our men and 

women in uniform the tools they need to carry 
out their mission. He joined us when we were 
at the height of the cold war and assisted us 
in bringing that era to a successful conclusion. 
He was at his best when we were at war 
through two Gulf Wars, Panama, Somalia, 
Haiti, Bosnia, Kosovo and probably would 
have left a couple of years ago had it not 
been for the terrorist attacks before and on 
September 11th. 

Kevin always made great contributions and 
we wish him well as he plans a career which 
will allow him to spend more time with his 
family. He doted on his family and our loss is 
the gain of his wife Klytia and his children 
Katie, Audrey and Matthew.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, this measure—
the Defense Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 
2006, H.R. 2863—is the most significant com-
ponent of our wartime budget for America. It 
funds the bulk of the national defense commit-
ment, particularly the global war against ter-
rorism. As Chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, I am also pleased to report that the 
measure is consistent with the levels estab-
lished by the conference report to H. Con. 
Res. 95, the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for fiscal year 2006. 

The budget resolution called for $441.6 bil-
lion in discretionary budget authority for the 
national defense function in 2006, and an ad-
ditional $50 billion under a special Exemption 
of Overseas Contingency Operations that 
would not count against the Defense sub-
committee’s 302(b) allocation. In this way the 
budget resolution anticipated costs for con-
tinuing operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. A 
portion of the budget resolution’s total national 
defense funding went toward the recently 
passed military quality of life and energy and 
water bills. 

This bill provides the balance of $363.4 bil-
lion in new discretionary budget authority to-
wards funding the President’s February de-
fense budget request. It includes $45.3 billion 
that has been designated pursuant to section 
401(a) of the budget resolution for Overseas 
Contingency Operations which are thereby ex-
empt from the 302(b) allocations. These funds 
will, however, be counted against the discre-
tionary totals identified in the budget resolu-
tion. 

Excluding the emergency portion, the bill’s 
funding shows a 3.5-percent increase from the 
previous year, and it builds on a 5-year aver-
age annual growth rate of 10.5 percent for de-
fense appropriations. The base amount is 
equal to the 302(b) allocation to the House 
Appropriations Subcommittee on Defense. I 
should note that the bill includes rescissions of 
prior year funds in the amount of $634 million 
which enable it to meet this allocation. 

Accordingly, the bill complies with section 
302(f) of the Budget Act, which prohibits con-
sideration of bills in excess of an appropria-
tions subcommittee’s 302(b) allocation of 
budget authority and outlays established in the 
budget resolution. 

One factor I wish to note is that the bill re-
duces funding for operations and maintenance 
considerably from the President’s February re-
quest. Although there is a widespread belief 
that any potential operations and maintenance 
shortfall can simply be made up for with sup-
plemental spending, Congress should avoid 
making a regular practice of budgeting by sup-
plemental for predictable events. There is also 
a risk that cutting Defense spending may lead 

to a commensurate increase in discretionary 
non-defense spending. This would be incon-
sistent with the President’s request to put the 
Nation’s security first by reducing non-defense 
non-homeland security domestic discretionary 
growth to less than 1 percent. 

With that, I wish to reiterate my support for 
H.R. 2863.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, terrorist 
events have brought this point to light, dra-
matically illustrating how the security of the 
United States is dependent upon its strength 
in the area of foreign language competency. If 
the United States is truly committed to con-
tinuing as the leader in the global economic 
community, as well as in the on-going fight 
against terrorism dictated by the global war on 
terrorism, some very serious commitments will 
have to be made in support of language study. 
Our history, and particularly our recent history, 
has repeatedly illustrated the consequences of 
not having adequate foreign language exper-
tise available in times of crisis. 

In 1988 the satellite communications lan-
guage training activities (SCOLA) became the 
first broad-scale provider of authentic foreign 
television and today provides this resource 
from 75 countries. From the beginning the 
Federal Government has recognized the im-
portance of authentic foreign programming as 
a tool to help teach foreign languages. By 
watching and listening, students are able to 
actually experience the foreign culture and de-
velop their language skills in the native real-
life environment. This programming is also a 
vital intelligence resource since it provides sig-
nificant insight into the internal happenings of 
the various countries. 

Throughout its long-time relationship with 
the Defense Language Institute (DLI), National 
Security Agency (NSA), Central Intelligence 
Agency (CIA), State Department, military and 
other government sectors, SCOLA has been 
particularly responsive to requests for pro-
gramming from specific areas of the world, 
with a major portion of its current program-
ming schedule developed as a direct result of 
specific requests. In addition SCOLA offered 
this resource from regions of the world that 
never really had a significant presence in the 
United States before.

SCOLA is a unique satellite-based language 
training activity that provides television pro-
gramming in a variety of languages from 
around the world. Language students and sea-
soned linguists have found this augmentation 
of their normal language training to be very 
helpful. SCOLA also has an Internet-based 
streaming video capability that greatly in-
creases the availability of this training medium 
to military and civilian linguists, virtually any-
where they can obtain an Internet connection. 
In addition, SCOLA is developing a digital ar-
chive that will allow users anywhere to review 
and sort language training information on de-
mand. The development of these capabilities 
will make SCOLA training assistance much 
more widely available, but requires additional 
investment. The committee is concerned that 
even after three years of encouragement from 
the Congress, and in an operational environ-
ment where the value of language training is 
of great importance to the nation, the Depart-
ment of Defense has not fully funded the inno-
vative language training concepts that can 
help sustain and significantly improve the skills 
of military and civilian linguists in the Depart-
ment. 
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Mr. Chairman, the Senate FY 2006 Defense 

Authorization, S. 1042, recommends an in-
crease of $6.0 million in Operations Mainte-
nance—Army, for the Defense Language Insti-
tute, for funding of SCOLA related training ac-
tivities. In light of current events, the signifi-
cance of SCOLA’s widespread availability to 
the U.S. military and other government users 
cannot be overstated. 

It is my hope that with the House and Sen-
ate appropriators will ensure that vital funding 
for SCOLA is included in the final H.R. 2863—
Department of Defense Appropriations Act for 
Fiscal Year 2006.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recoginize the continuing role that the Govern-
ment of Japan is playing to promote peace 
and democracy in Iraq and around the world. 
The determination and commitment of Japan, 
one of our Nation’s most important allies, is 
particularly significant, especially at this time. 
We all read news stories about the difficulties 
and tensions that the United States has with 
our allies and even with coalition partners in 
Iraq, but we rarely read about the good news. 

As the House debates funding for our troops 
at home and abroad, I believe it is timely and 
important to highlight several recent develop-
ments in Japan’s contributions to these efforts. 

IRAQ AND AFGHANISTAN 
In April, the Government of Japan decided 

to extend for an additional 6 months, until No-
vember 1, 2005, the operation of Japan’s Self 
Defense Forces (SDF) in support of ‘‘Oper-
ation Enduring Freedom (OEF).’’ As part of 
these operations, Japan has dispatched de-
stroyers and supply ships to the Indian Ocean 
to provide at-sea refueling to U.S. and other 
allied naval vessels in the campaign. As of 
March 29, the Maritime SDF has completed 
more than 500 refueling operations for those 
naval vessels. As a result, Japan supplies 
about 30 percent of all fuel consumed by U.S. 
and allied naval vessels. Since last November, 
the Maritime SDF has begun to supply water 
and fuel for helicopters to the allied countries.

Japan has also sent their SDF forces to 
Iraq. The operations have included ground 
troops, naval vessels and aircraft, all involved 
in reconstruction and humanitarian projects. At 
one point, the total number of Japanese SDF 
forces in the Iraq theater was approximately 
1,000, including about 600 ground troops. 
These are historic operations, the first of their 
kind by Japan since the end of World War II. 

In addition, the Air SDF of Japan has pro-
vided airlift support to the U.S. Forces with C–
130 transport aircraft and other planes. The 
Air SDF has completed more than 400 trans-
port missions both in Japan and overseas in 
support of Operation Iraqi Freedom and En-
during Freedom. 

Further, Japan is the second largest donor 
in Iraq after the United States, with over $5 
billion dollars for humanitarian, infrastructure 
and reconstruction projects. Japan also hosted 
a donor’s conference last October, and con-
tinues to play an active role in the core group 
of donors. 

With respect to the reconstruction for Af-
ghanistan, Japan has committed, in total, $1 
billion of assistance, of which about $900 mil-
lion have been disbursed so far. 
JAPAN’S EFFORTS IN THE MIDDLE EAST PEACE PROCESS 

Japan is actively involved in advancing the 
Middle East peace process, including the pro-
vision of assistance to the Palestinians. To 
support Palestinians’ peace efforts, Japan an-

nounced at the summit meeting between 
Prime Minister Koizumi and Mr. Abbas, the 
President of the Palestinian Interim Self-Gov-
ernment Authority, that it will provide additional 
assistance of approximately 100 million U.S. 
dollars to the Palestinians for the immediate 
future, in addition to the 90 million U.S. dollars 
it already provided in the last fiscal year.

BILATERAL SECURITY COOPERATION 
It is significant that Secretary of State Rice 

and Japanese Foreign Minister Machimura 
have already held 3 bilateral meetings, the 
most recent being on May 2 here in Wash-
ington. Among the issues discussed were the 
creation of a Japan-U.S. strategic dialogue led 
by the two ministers, increased security co-
operation, North Korea and United Nations 
Reform. During her visit to Tokyo in March, 
Secretary Rice cited Japan as a model for po-
litical and economic progress in all of East 
Asia and praised Japan’s partnership with the 
United States in the global war on terror. 

NORTH KOREA 
Japan continues to work closely with the 

United States on the issue of the North Ko-
rean nuclear crisis and has played an impor-
tant and constructive role in the Six-Party 
talks. Japan supports an early resumption of 
these talks with an emphasis on the role of 
China. 

WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION (WMD) 
Japan is a strong supporter of the Non-Pro-

liferation Treaty regime and has reached out 
to other countries, especially in Asia, to build 
a broader coalition against the spread of 
Weapons of Mass Destruction. Last fall, Japan 
hosted Australia, France and the United 
States (as well as 44 observer countries) in 
the first Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) 
Maritime Interdiction exercise. The PSI is a 
global effort among governments to prevent 
the spread of weapons of mass destruction 
and other missiles. Japan again showed its 
commitment to the global war on terror by 
using its Maritime Self Defense Forces to 
counter proliferation in this multinational exer-
cise. 

CONCLUSION 
Mr. Chairman, these initiatives by Japan are 

but a few examples of the growing role that 
Japan is playing in the maintenance of inter-
national peace and security. And it is a power-
ful reminder of the importance and strength of 
the Japan-U.S. security relationship. I believe 
it is therefore appropriate that the House of 
Representatives recognize these actions and 
commend the Government of Japan.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi-
tion to this Defense Appropriations bill. 

I cannot support legislation that throws more 
money at President Bush’s quagmire in Iraq 
without the Bush Administration providing a 
withdrawal date or exit strategy. Even with bi-
partisan Congressional calls for this timetable, 
President Bush still has provided no such 
strategy. 

The Administration also refuses to estimate 
the true costs of the war. The war has already 
cost $208 billion, including an additional $80.5 
billion approved by Congress just this year. In 
fact, Congress was forced to add in another 
$45.3 billion for the war in Iraq in this bill, 
against the President’s wishes. While the 
funding will only cover 6 months of costs, at 
least my colleagues across the aisle are will-
ing to level with the American people as to the 
cost of the war even if the leader of their party 
is not. 

As we all know, these additional funds are 
not helping the situation in Iraq. Insurgents 
continue to kill scores of American soldiers 
and Iraqi civilians and security forces. More 
than 1,700 young Americans and more than 
20,000 Iraqi civilians have been killed. As long 
as the United States is in Iraq, the Iraqi insur-
gency will continue to have a justification to 
carry out their savage attacks on Iraqi security 
forces and American soldiers. 

I also oppose provisions in this bill that con-
tinue the Republican tradition of funding 
wasteful weapons systems. It appropriates 
$7.6 billion on pie-in-the-sky Star Wars missile 
defense. This system has been proven to be 
inoperable. It seems like the real purpose of 
building this system is to provide corporate 
welfare to defense contractors rather than to 
protect American lives or make the world a 
safer place. 

The bill provides additional funding to build 
ships that the Navy has not requested and 
military airplanes that are unnecessary and re-
dundant. For instance, it adds $3.2 billion, on 
top of the $40 billion already used, to build 22 
F/A–22 Raptors that were justified as nec-
essary in order to compete with a new genera-
tion of Soviet fighters. Since the collapse of 
the Russian air force, there is no nation that 
has, or is planning to have, fighter jets as 
dominant as the ones the U.S. Air Force cur-
rently uses in combat. The recent conflicts in 
Iraq, Kosovo and Afghanistan have shown the 
superiority of current U.S. fighters to other na-
tion’s combat aircraft. Not only is there no 
need for the F/A–22, the GAO adds further ra-
tionale for its demise by reporting that its costs 
have ballooned to $1.3 billion more than budg-
eted for by the Air Force. 

Finally, this bill wrongly encourages the de-
velopment of nuclear weapons. As we fight 
terrorism and nuclear proliferation overseas, it 
is reckless to believe that more nuclear bombs 
at home will result in fewer bombs abroad. In 
fact, expanding our own nuclear capability will 
encourage terrorists and nations, like Iran, to 
build nuclear programs to match U.S. fire-
power, thus making them more of a threat to 
U.S. national security. 

I cannot in good conscience vote for a bill 
that encourages the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, continues to place our troops in 
harms way with no plan to bring them home 
and provides billions of dollars in gifts to de-
fense contractors. I urge my colleagues to 
vote down this defense bill that does nothing 
to keep our Nation safe and, in fact, makes 
the world a much more dangerous place. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 
to offer my support to H.R. 2863, the Fiscal 
Year 2006 Defense Appropriations Bill. I com-
mend the Subcommittee Chair, my good 
friend, BILL YOUNG for tackling many impor-
tant, yet difficult issues. 

For the past few years, I have been deeply 
troubled by the Navy’s shipbuilding budgets. 
Each year when the President’s Budget is 
submitted, the number of ships procured in 
that year is always lower than the year before, 
however the amount of ships planned for the 
out years keeps growing and growing. For ex-
ample in this year’s budget, the Navy had re-
quested 4 new ships for a total amount of $6.2 
billion, but believes that they can sustain a 
shipbuilding budget of $17.7 billion for 12 
ships in Fiscal Year 2011. As a man with an 
investment banking background, I can tell you 
that you can never rely on the certainty of the 
out years. 
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I believe this budgeting trend will continue 

not because the Navy needs fewer ships, but 
because our shipbuilding programs have be-
come unaffordable. Unless the Navy makes 
some radical changes to the way they budget 
and account for new ship construction, our 
ship numbers will continue to drop. We talk 
about transformational technologies and weap-
onry everyday in Congress, we need to begin 
talking about transformational and innovative 
accounting. 

According to a GAO audit published earlier 
this year, simple business accounting prac-
tices such as independent cost estimates and 
uncertainty analysis could have saved the 
Navy millions in cost growth from a number of 
shipbuilding programs, including our most ex-
pensive ship, the nuclear aircraft carrier. 

This Committee on Appropriations has rec-
ognized this dangerous trend and the need for 
change. In addition to doubling the amount of 
ships procured in Fiscal Year 2006 from 4 to 
8, the committee report contains strong lan-
guage and direction that will hopefully stop 
cost overruns from draining our future ship re-
sources. 

I look forward to continuing to work with the 
Subcommittee Chairman to see if we, on Ap-
propriations, can begin to transform the way 
this Nation builds and procures ships. We will 
need innovative thoughts and practices from 
corporate America. 

I urge my colleagues to support this bill and 
its innovative approaches to our national de-
fense.

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Chairman, two long 
years have passed since our soldiers left for 
Iraq. We all have constituents serving over-
seas now and it’s these brave men and 
women and their families that I keep in mind 
these days. 

I wish that we had more people on their way 
home, than on their way to Iraq right now. 
Last week, soldiers from the Triple Deuce—a 
field artillery battalion headquartered in my 
district—left home for final training at Camp 
Shelby. After that they’ll be sent to Iraq for the 
next year. 

Members of the Triple Deuce include a 
small town mayor, a local fire chief and many 
ordinary citizens who—when we are not at 
war—make up the fabric of everyday life in 
Utah. 

These Americans are in the infantry. They’re 
going to serve our country in a dark corner of 
the Middle East and I’m very worried about 
them. But I do know that they have lots of 
loved ones and fellow Utahns back home 
thinking about them and praying for them. 

I heard that their family and friends lined the 
streets of St. George today to say goodbye 
and I wish I could have been there too. 

This is a good bill—I’m proud to support it. 
My vote will go towards more armor, more ve-
hicles, better weapons, and better compensa-
tion for the countless soldiers who are serving 
our country. 

We all want these brave Americans to re-
turn home as soon as possible. I believe that 
we need to accurately measure our progress 
in Iraq and continue taking care of our troops. 

Passage of this legislation demonstrates our 
commitment to our brave men and women in 
uniform and acknowledges that they need re-
sources in order to accomplish their mission 
and return home safely. It also offers support 
for the families when a loved one pays the ul-
timate sacrifice in the cause of fighting for 
freedom.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, our highest duty 
as Members of this Congress is to ensure our 
national security, to protect our homeland and 
to defend our people. 

We must use every tool in our arsenal—in-
cluding military force—to capture, kill or dis-
rupt international terrorists who are intent on 
striking the United States and our interests 
overseas. We must do whatever it takes to 
prevent the unthinkable—a nuclear, biological 
or chemical attack—from occurring on Amer-
ican soil. We must ensure that the American 
military remains the finest fighting force in the 
history of the world. And, we must succeed in 
Iraq—for the sake of our own national secu-
rity, the stability of Iraq and the Middle East 
region, and our global standing and credibility. 

This defense appropriations bill will help us 
accomplish most of our national security ob-
jectives, and I will vote for it. It provides $409 
billion for defense functions for fiscal 2006, in-
cluding $45.3 billion in so-called emergency 
spending for operations in Iraq and Afghani-
stan—bringing the total appropriation from this 
Congress for these two missions to $314 bil-
lion. 

However, even though I support this bill, I 
believe it is simply Orwellian to call this new 
funding for Iraq and Afghanistan an ‘‘emer-
gency.’’ Emergencies are unforeseen events 
that are difficult, if not impossible, to plan for. 
The idea that this administration cannot pre-
dict and budget for the costs of our on-going 
military efforts in both Iraq and Afghanistan is 
ludicrous. 

Furthermore, this budgetary sleight of hand 
epitomizes this administration’s failure to level 
with the American people on many aspects of 
this military action, as well as the unwilling-
ness of this Republican Congress to fulfill its 
Constitutional duty to exercise real, effective 
oversight on the administration’s policies. 

We are simply not asking the tough ques-
tions that voters expect us to ask on national 
security. In Iraq, it is obvious that our mission 
is not accomplished, let alone succeeding. 
More than 1,700 American soldiers have lost 
their lives there. Americans account for 85 
percent of the coalition forces in Iraq, but rep-
resent 98 percent of the casualties. 

And, as Tom Friedman wrote last week in 
the New York Times:

Our core problem in Iraq remains Donald 
Rumsfeld’s disastrous decision—endorsed by 
President Bush—to invade Iraq on the cheap. 
From the day the looting started, it has been 
obvious that we did not have enough troops 
there.

Mr. Friedman added:
Almost every problem we face in Iraq 

today . . . Flows from not having gone into 
Iraq with the Powell doctrine of over-
whelming force. We cannot even secure the 
two miles of highway that separates the 
Baghdad Airport and the Green Zone.

Yet, this Congress has not conducted effec-
tive oversight on the administration’s refusal to 
heed the advice of senior military officials, who 
said more troops would be needed to secure 
Iraq; on the costs of this action; on the incom-
petent post-war reconstruction effort; or, on 
detainee abuses in Iraq, Afghanistan and at 
Guantanamo. 

Effective Congressional oversight need not 
be adversarial. I believe that every American 
wants our Nation to succeed in Iraq. But the 
truth is, this administration has failed to articu-
late a convincing, compelling success strat-
egy. 

And, even as I vote for this defense appro-
priations bill today, I believe it is imperative 
that this Congress embrace its legislative duty, 
work with this administration, and ensure that 
such a strategy is implemented immediately. 
Our troops—and the American people—de-
serve no less. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would ask that Tom 
Friedman’s column from June 15 in the New 
York Times be admitted into the record of this 
debate.

[From the New York Times, June 15, 2005] 
LET’S TALK ABOUT IRAQ 

(By Thomas L. Friedman) 
Ever since Iraq’s remarkable election, the 

country has been descending deeper and 
deeper into violence. But no one in Wash-
ington wants to talk about it. Conservatives 
don’t want to talk about it because, with a 
few exceptions, they think their job is just 
to applaud whatever the Bush team does. 
Liberals don’t want to talk about Iraq be-
cause, with a few exceptions, they thought 
the war was wrong and deep down don’t want 
the Bush team to succeed. As a result, Iraq 
is drifting sideways and the whole burden is 
being carried by our military. The rest of the 
country has gone shopping, which seems to 
suit Karl Rove just fine. 

Well, we need to talk about Iraq. This is no 
time to give up—this is still winnable—but it 
is time to ask: What is our strategy? This 
question is urgent because Iraq is inching to-
ward a dangerous tipping point—the point 
where the key communities begin to invest 
more energy in preparing their own militias 
for a scramble for power—when everything 
falls apart, rather than investing their ener-
gies in making the hard compromises within 
and between their communities to build a 
unified, democratizing Iraq. 

Our core problem in Iraq remains Donald 
Rumsfeld’s disastrous decision—endorsed by 
President Bush—to invade Iraq on the cheap. 
From the day the looting started, it has been 
obvious that we did not have enough troops 
there. We have never fully controlled the ter-
rain. Almost every problem we face in Iraq 
today—the rise of ethnic militias, the weak-
ness of the economy, the shortages of gas 
and electricity, the kidnappings, the flight 
of middle-class professionals—flows from not 
having gone into Iraq with the Powell Doc-
trine of overwhelming force. 

Yes, yes, I know we are training Iraqi sol-
diers by the battalions, but I don’t think this 
is the key. Who is training the insurgent-fas-
cists? Nobody. And yet they are doing daily 
damage to U.S. and Iraqi forces. Training is 
overrated, in my book. Where you have moti-
vated officers and soldiers, you have an army 
punching above its weight. Where you don’t 
have motivated officers and soldiers, you 
have an army punching a clock. 

Where do you get motivated officers and 
soldiers? That can come only from an Iraqi 
leader and government that are seen as rep-
resenting all the country’s main factions. So 
far the Iraqi political class has been a dis-
appointment. The Kurds have been great. 
But the Sunni leaders have been short-
sighted at best and malicious at worst, fan-
tasizing that they are going to make a come-
back to power through terror. As for the Shi-
ites, their spiritual leader, Ayatollah Ali al-
Sistani, has been a positive force on the reli-
gious side, but he has no political analog. No 
Shiite Hamid Karzai has emerged. 

‘‘We have no galvanizing figure right now,’’ 
observed Kanan Makiya, the Iraqi historian 
who heads the Iraq Memory Foundation. 
‘‘Sistani’s counterpart on the democratic 
front has not emerged. Certainly, the Ameri-
cans made many mistakes, but at this stage 
less and less can be blamed on them. The 
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burden is on Iraqis. And we still have not 
risen to the magnitude of the opportunity 
before us.’’ 

I still don’t know if a self-sustaining, 
united and democratizing Iraq is possible. I 
still believe it is a vital U.S. interest to find 
out. But the only way to find out is to create 
a secure environment. It is very hard for 
moderate, unifying, national leaders to 
emerge in a cauldron of violence. 

Maybe it is too late, but before we give up 
on Iraq, why not actually try to do it right? 
Double the American boots on the ground 
and redouble the diplomatic effort to bring 
in those Sunnis who want to be part of the 
process and fight to the death those who 
don’t. As Stanford’s Larry Diamond, author 
of an important new book on the Iraq war, 
‘‘Squandered Victory,’’ puts it, we need ‘‘a 
bold mobilizing strategy’’ right now. That 
means the new Iraqi government, the U.S. 
and the U.N. teaming up to widen the polit-
ical arena in Iraq, energizing the constitu-
tion-writing process and developing a com-
munications-diplomatic strategy that puts 
our bloodthirsty enemies on the defensive 
rather than us. The Bush team has been 
weak in all these areas. For weeks now, we 
haven’t even had ambassadors in Iraq, Af-
ghanistan or Jordan. 

We’ve already paid a huge price for the 
Rumsfeld Doctrine—‘‘Just enough troops to 
lose.’’ Calling for more troops now, I know, 
is the last thing anyone wants to hear. But 
we are fooling ourselves to think that a de-
cent, normal, forward-looking Iraqi politics 
or army is going to emerge from a totally in-
secure environment, where you can feel safe 
only with your own tribe.

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Chairman, I strongly 
support the Defense Appropriations sub-
committee’s decision to provide $4 million for 
a conventional earth penetrator in the fiscal 
year 2006 Defense Appropriations bill. 

Many rogue nations, unable to face the 
threat of our awesome firepower and precision 
bombs, are increasingly hiding their military 
assets under hard geologies, making it more 
difficult for us to hold them at risk and under-
mining our ability to protect the nation. 

I believe it is vitally important that we do all 
we can to provide our military with the right 
weapons to destroy these buried targets. 

This, however, does not include nuclear 
weapons. 

Nuclear bunker busters advocated by the 
administration and by their allies in Congress 
are the dangerous fantasy of a few who are 
desperate to find new missions for nuclear 
weapons. 

Using a nuclear weapon to try to destroy a 
buried bunker or other target would produce 
significant civilian casualties and radioactive 
fallout. 

A recent National Academy of Sciences re-
port states that a nuclear earth penetrator 
‘‘could . . . kill up to a million people or more 
if used in heavily populated areas.’’ 

In addition, U.S. military personnel operating 
in the area would be at risk of death and in-
jury. 

The President’s repeated requests for fund-
ing a robust nuclear earth penetrator under-
mines the United States’ leadership role in 
nonproliferation. 

We cannot credibly ask other countries to 
restrain their nuclear weapons programs while 
we aggressively advance work on new weap-
ons. 

I applaud and share Chairman YOUNG and 
Ranking Member MURTHA’s concern with de-
feating hard and deeply buried targets while 
reducing fallout and collateral damage. 

It is vital that Congress send a strong mes-
sage that we reject the administration’s rush to 
find new uses for nuclear weapons. 

The appropriations committee’s decision to 
focus taxpayer dollars on perfecting conven-
tional means of defeating hardened targets in-
stead of investigating nuclear option is the 
right thing to do. 

The head of the National Nuclear Security 
Administration, Linton Brooks has testified that 
a nuclear earth penetrator would cause mas-
sive radioactive fallout and our own uniformed 
military does not want a nuclear device that 
would put at risk our own troops. 

Even the Defense Science Board that ad-
vises the Pentagon recently stated that ‘‘US 
interests are best served by preserving into 
the future the half century plus non-use of nu-
clear weapons.’’ 

I agree. 
Until we have exhausted all conventional 

mean to defeat hardened targets and there is 
a true military requirement for an RNEP, it 
would be irresponsible for Congress to rush to 
find new uses for what should always be a 
weapon of last resort. 

I am pleased that the funds in this bill are 
only to be used to study the effectiveness of 
a conventional device to defeat hard and 
deeply buried targets. 

I urge my colleagues to ensure that the lan-
guage achieved by the appropriators be pre-
served in conference.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of a provision in this bill that will help 
us start to get a handle on cleaning up 
unexploded ordnance (UXO). I want to thank 
Chairman YOUNG and Ranking Member MUR-
THA and their staff for providing an additional 
$10 million for the Environmental Security 
Technology Certification Program (ESTCP) for 
research and development of unexploded ord-
nance cleanup technology. I also want to 
thank my good friend from Illinois, Mr. MAN-
ZULLO, for his leadership on this issue. 

The safety and environmental hazards of 
unexploded ordnance are a national problem. 
Bombs and shells that failed to explode during 
military training or testing may be found on or 
buried under the surface of more than 39 mil-
lion acres of former military properties. 

According to the Department of Defense, 
the cost of cleaning up these sites will be at 
least $16.3 billion, and possibly as much as 
$35 billion. At an annual funding level of $106 
million, cleanup at the remaining munitions 
sites in DOD’s current inventory will take at 
least 150 years to complete. An increase in 
funding for UXO research and development 
will allow the DOD to more quickly develop 
safer and cheaper technology for dealing with 
UXO. 

The Defense Science Board (DSB) Task 
Force on UXO quantified the potential impact 
advanced technology can have to reduce 
these costs. They concluded that the cost of 
cleanup could be reduced to one-third of what 
we now expect through the development and 
application of advanced technologies for the 
detection of UXO. The DSB report called on 
the DOD to take two critical steps to reduce 
the costs of UXO cleanup and improve the ef-
ficiency of the current program: first, conduct 
a wide area assessment of possibly-contami-
nated land to allow for rapid transfer of 
uncontaminated land and, second, develop 
and use technologies that can differentiate be-
tween a bomb and hubcap to drastically re-
duce the cost of cleanup. 

Congress directed the Department to con-
duct an initial pilot project of wide area as-
sessment technologies in the FY 05 Defense 
Appropriations bill. Early results indicate that 
this approach shows great promise. The $10 
million in this bill will allow this effort to con-
tinue and expand to test these technologies 
over a wider variety of contaminated sites to 
assess their applicability across the nation. 

Addressing the UXO issue, brings many 
clear benefits: it will preserve the ability of our 
armed forces to train effectively and ensure 
the safety of our armed forces as new military 
housing is constructed on closed ranges. It will 
release more acreage for other uses, including 
private development that will generate tax rev-
enues and free up thousands of acres for rec-
reational uses. Finally, it will allow the devel-
opment of new technologies than can be used 
to clean-up land mines and other ordnance 
that threatens our troops in Afghanistan and 
Iraq and innocent civilians everywhere. 

I am also pleased that we are beginning to 
see partial funding for the war in Iraq con-
tained within the regular budget and appro-
priations process, though not to the extent that 
it should be. I have always opposed funding 
for the war in Iraq because I believed it gave 
too much money to the wrong people to do 
the wrong things. I hope that we can continue 
to make progress on this issue and this bill 
takes the small step to begin doing just that.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to 
support the Department of Defense Appropria-
tions Act for Fiscal Year 2006. This bill appro-
priated $408.9 billion for the Department of 
Defense. This included a $45.3 billion appro-
priation for the ongoing U.S. military oper-
ations in Afghanistan and Iraq. 

I am pleased that this bill helps keep our 
faith to our service members by providing 
them with a much needed pay increase. It au-
thorizes a 3.1 percent across-the-board pay 
raise for our active duty and reserve troops. 
This is the seventh consecutive year that Con-
gress has provided a pay raise for our men 
and women in uniform. This will help to reduce 
the pay gap between average military and ci-
vilian pay. 

I am glad that this bill does not fund the Ro-
bust Nuclear Earth Penetrator. While I under-
stand the threat that certain underground 
bunkers or facilities may pose, creating these 
weapons would only serve to undermine our 
global counterproliferation goals. Moving for-
ward with a new generation of nuclear weap-
ons would send a simple message to Iran, 
North Korea and other emerging or potential 
nuclear-armed states: ‘‘We want new nuclear 
weapons, and you should, too.’’ I am glad this 
program has thus far been rejected and I will 
continue to oppose any efforts to fund it. 

The bill also provides $416 million for the 
Cooperative Threat Reduction program, to 
help prevent the nuclear weapons of the 
former Soviet Union from falling into the hands 
of terrorists or others who would wish to do us 
harm. I am pleased that we are providing 
more than we did last year for this important 
program, but we have a lot of work remaining 
to do, and I regret that we did not provide 
more money to help secure, dismantle and 
eliminate WMD’s and WMD facilities. 

I am glad that after three years, we have fi-
nally started to fund the ongoing operation in 
Iraq and Afghanistan through the normal legis-
lative process. I believe we should not be 
funding military operations that are foreseen 
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through emergency supplemental appropria-
tions, as we have done in the past. We have 
soldiers in the field, and we know that we’ll be 
continuing military operations against al 
Qaeda and its surrogates for the foreseeable 
future. The bridge funding provided for Iraq 
and Afghanistan in this bill recognizes this. 

I am, however, concerned by some of the 
provisions contained within this bill. 

First, I am deeply troubled that this bill again 
contains funding for missile defense. Under 
this bill, $7.6 billion would be appropriated for 
ballistic-missile defense programs within the 
Missile Defense Agency. The total includes 
funding for the initial deployment of a national 
missile-defense system based in Alaska and 
California. Not only has this program contin-
ually failed to work even under less-than-real-
world test scenarios, but it is a dangerous sys-
tem that could jeopardize our national security. 

While I support providing our troops in 
harm’s way with the best equipment possible, 
I am troubled by the ever increasing human 
toll the Iraq war is inflicting on our nation. Last 
week, some of my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle introduced legislation calling for the 
withdrawal of American forces, and a clear 
majority of Americans understand that things 
are badly off track in Iraq. 

Indeed, there is good reason to believe that 
the centerpiece of the Bush administration’s 
exit strategy for Iraq—the program to train and 
equip the Iraqi security forces to take over the 
domestic security mission from our troops—is 
in grave peril.

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise to make 
a statement regarding the importance of in-
vesting in fundamental research at the Depart-
ment of Defense. This statement would have 
been offered as a colloquy, but unfortunately 
my flight was delayed and I was unable to 
participate in a colloquy with the distinguished 
Chairman of the Subcommittee on Defense. 

Scientific research and development forms 
the foundation of increased innovation, eco-
nomic vitality and national security. In 2001, 
the Hart-Rudman Commission concluded that, 
‘‘. . . the inadequacies of our systems of re-
search and education pose a greater threat to 
U.S. national security over the next quarter 
century than any potential conventional war 
that we might imagine.’’ 

While our focus on immediate national secu-
rity threats is certainly warranted, it is nec-
essary for us also to consider longer-term 
threats. Basic research is essential to ad-
vances in medicine, military applications and 
continued economic prosperity. In fact, the de-
velopment of cancer therapies, global posi-
tioning system (GPS), laser-guided missiles, 
and the Internet are all products of DOD fun-
damental research endeavors. Who could 
have imagined that physicists’ experimentation 
with the atomic clock in the 1950s and 1960s 
would provide the foundation for a technology 
that allows any soldier to know his precise lo-
cation no matter where he or she is on this 
planet? The diversity of the basic science re-
search portfolio ensures discoveries that lay 
the foundation for advances in defense. As a 
Nation, we cannot afford to starve basic 
science research. 

Historically, a fifth of DOD basic and applied 
research has been performed by universities 
and colleges. This year, we see a continuing 
disturbing trend of cutting the fundamental re-
search budget at DOD in favor of focusing 
funds toward more applications-oriented re-

search, or away from research altogether and 
shifting toward development. I recognize that 
this committee worked to restore many of the 
proposed cuts to these areas, and sincerely 
appreciate those efforts. However, we are still 
faced with a 4 percent reduction in our funda-
mental research budget at DOD. We can’t ex-
pect to defend our nation twenty or fifty years 
from now if we focus only on the needs of 
today. We have to prepare for the future, and 
that investment takes place through university 
partnerships. 

I hope that in the event that any additional 
funds may become available in the future, that 
the Committee and Chairman would be willing 
to examine the possibility of devoting such 
funds to the basic research budget. I believe 
the support in these areas must remain strong 
to foster new ideas generated by the unique 
intellectual resources of our universities and 
colleges.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. All time for 
general debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule. 

During consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed 
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments 
will be considered read. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2863
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following sums 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2006, for 
military functions administered by the De-
partment of Defense and for other purposes, 
namely:

TITLE I 
MILITARY PERSONNEL 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 

subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Army on active duty, (except 
members of reserve components provided for 
elsewhere), cadets, and aviation cadets; for 
members of the Reserve Officers’ Training 
Corps; and for payments pursuant to section 
156 of Public Law 97–377, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 402 note), and to the Department of 
Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$24,357,895,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-
LEE OF TEXAS 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 9 offered by Ms. Jackson-
Lee of Texas:

On page 2, line 15, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$300,000,000)’’. 

On page 3, line 2, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$250,000,000)’’. 

On page 3, line 13, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$50,000,000)’’. 

On page 4, line 2, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$250,000,000)’’. 

On page 4, line 15, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$25,000,000)’’. 

On page 5, line 3, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$25,000,000)’’. 

On page 5, line 17, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$25,000,000)’’. 

On page 6, line 5, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$25,000,000)’’. 

On page 6, line 19, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$25,000,000)’’. 

On page 7, line 8, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$25,000,000)’’. 

On page 29, line 17, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$2,000,000,000)’’.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, there is some confusion on which 
amendment this is. I reserve a point of 
order. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The point of 
order is reserved. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I would ask the Clerk to 
read a portion of the amendment be-
cause we know that there is no point of 
order on this, so if she could read so 
that I can understand the gentleman 
has the right one. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the Clerk will read the amend-
ment. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk proceeded to read the 

amendment.

b 1415 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (during 
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered as read and printed 
in the RECORD. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. 
BOOZMAN). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentlewoman from Texas? 

There was no objection.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 

Chairman, let me, first of all, acknowl-
edge the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG), the chairman of the sub-
committee; and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA), ranking 
member, and thank them for their due 
diligence on behalf of the United States 
military. Though there have been those 
who have tried to divide our commit-
ment to the personnel of the United 
States military, it is very clear, Mr. 
Chairman, that we are united as Amer-
icans, as Members of Congress, local 
elected officials and families and sup-
porters on behalf of our military. 

As I flew in today, I watched a num-
ber of our returning military arrive at 
their destination and be embraced by 
their family members. Besides ac-
knowledging the love extended, I 
thought about the commitment that 
we owe to those families. And so I 
bring to the attention the headline in 
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my newspaper ‘‘Troops’ Best Gift: 
Family Support’’ of the Sunday Chron-
icle, and I would say that the best gift 
we can give to those families is the 
compensation of our particular per-
sonnel. 

I rise today to offer the amendment 
to the Defense appropriation which 
would increase military pay raises by 
an additional $1 billion overall. This 
amendment would have been necessary 
in order to better compensate our 
brave men and women who are fighting 
for our Nation. The appropriation pro-
vides an average 3.1 percent pay in-
crease for military personnel, equal to 
the President’s request and extends 
certain special pay and bonuses for re-
serve personnel. Our men and women in 
the Armed Forces deserve these pay in-
creases, but the simple truth is that 
they deserve much more for the sac-
rifice that they are making for our Na-
tion. This amendment would result in 
funds for military pay increases of $300 
million for the Army, $250 million for 
the Navy, $50 million for Marine Corps, 
$250 million for Air Force, $25 million 
for Army Reserves, $25 million for 
Navy Reserves, $25 million for Marine 
Corps Reserves, $25 million for Air 
Force Reserves, $25 million for Army 
National Guard, and $25 million for Air 
Force National Guard personnel. The 
Congressional Budget Office has de-
clared that this amendment not only 
does not increase revenues in this bill, 
but actually decreases outlays by $215 
million. 

The offset for this amendment would 
come from missile defense programs, 
which are appropriated at a staggering 
$7.9 billion. Missile defense systems are 
not new. In fact, they have been dis-
cussed for decades. The truth is that 
missile defense systems have proven to 
be overly complex, unreliable, and 
often been little more than a pipe 
dream. I believe our military personnel 
deserve our first priority, affection, ad-
miration, and love. And I frankly be-
lieve we owe this to their families, the 
many thousands that are in Texas, re-
servists, National Guard, and enlisted 
and active duty. Why in good con-
science in this time of budget con-
straints and increased need would we 
allocate even more money for these 
failed programs? 

This amendment does not end re-
search for the missile defense program. 
It simply pares it down to a more rea-
sonable number in order to pay for the 
best defense system in our entire mili-
tary system: our American troops. 

Missile defense systems are great in 
theory. They were especially important 
during the Cold War, but now, in fact, 
the world has changed. In fact, the war 
is considered the war on terrorism. I 
hope we will never forget the sacrifices 
of our troops made on behalf of all of 
us. Right now there are 136,000 U.S. 
troops in Iraq, 34,000 soldiers in Ku-
wait, and 9,600 personnel in Afghani-
stan. 

So I would ask any colleagues to con-
sider paying tribute to these soldiers 

by considering an amendment in this 
category.

I rise today to support my amendment to 
this Defense Appropriation bill, which would in-
crease military pay raises by an additional $1 
billion overall. This amendment is necessary in 
order to better compensate our brave men 
and women who are fighting for our Nation 
abroad. This appropriation provides an aver-
age 3.1 percent pay increase for military per-
sonnel in fiscal year 2006, equal to the Presi-
dent’s request, and extends certain special 
pay and bonuses for reserve personnel. Our 
men and women in the Armed Forces deserve 
these pay increases, but the simple truth is 
tha they deserve much more for the sacrifice 
they are making for our Nation abroad. This 
amendment would result in funds for military 
pay increases of $300 million for Army, $250 
million for Navy, $50 million for Marine Corps, 
$250 million for Air Force, $25 million for Army 
Reserves, $25 million for Navy Reserves, $25 
million for Marine Corps Reserves, $25 million 
for Air Force Reserves, $25 million for Army 
National Guard, and $25 million for Air Force 
National Guard personnel. The Congressional 
Budget Office has declared that this amend-
ment not only does not increase revenues in 
this bill, but actually decreases outlays by 
$215 million. 

The offset for this amendment would come 
from missile-defense programs, which are ap-
propriated at a staggering $7.9 billion. Missile 
defense systems are not new; in fact they 
have been discussed for decades. The truth is 
that missile defense systems have proven to 
be overly complex, unreliable, and often been 
little more than a pipe dream. Why in good 
conscience, in this time of budget constraints 
and increased need, would we allocate even 
more money for these failed programs? This 
amendment does not end research for missile-
defense programs it simply pares it down to a 
more reasonable number in order to pay more 
for the best defense system in our entire mili-
tary system: our American troops. Missile-de-
fense systems are great in theory, they were 
especially important during the Cold War, but 
now the world has changed and we need 
troops more than we need overly complex de-
fense systems that may never work. 

I hope we never forget the sacrifices our 
troops make on behalf of all of us. Right now 
there are 136,000 U.S. troops in Iraq, 34,000 
soldiers in Kuwait, and 9,600 personnel in Af-
ghanistan. I hear people in Washington com-
plaining about how hot its been recently, just 
imagine how uncomfortable our Armed Forces 
feel, they have to suffer the heat under their 
Kevlar helmets and heavy bulletproof vests. 
They can’t sit inside and enjoy themselves, 
these days they are on constant high alert be-
cause of the Iraqi insurgency. Just last week 
a roadside bomb blast killed five U.S. Marines 
who were riding in a vehicle during a combat 
operation near Ramadi. The facts are plain, a 
total of 1,713 Americans including 159 people 
from Texas alone have lost their lives since 
this war in Iraq began and more than 12,000 
have been wounded in action and yet we play 
politics with giving them due compensation? 

This amendment is about our national de-
fense, we are only as strong as our men and 
women in the Armed Forces. In the end, this 
amendment is about shifting some money 
from a defense system that may never work to 
a group of Americans who have never 
stopped working for this Nation. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

I would hope that the gentlewoman 
would withdraw this amendment. We 
have worked so hard to balance this 
out. And I understand her sentiments, 
and we appreciate that, but I would 
hope that we could take a look at this 
in conference. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURTHA. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, as the gentleman knows, I 
have spoken to him about this amend-
ment, and staff. I have reviewed what 
we have done in the appropriations, 
and I am prepared today to withdraw 
the amendment. I am appreciative of 
the fact that he is willing to work with 
me in conference. I think that this is a 
tough job, but I also know that we all 
believe in our personnel. 

So with the commitment to be able 
to work with the conferees or to work 
through this process, I know that the 
commitment of the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA), I am 
willing and would like to be able to 
work with them. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURTHA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I would say to the gentlewoman 
that we are willing to work with her as 
we go to the conference, and in view of 
her willingness to withdraw the amend-
ment, I withdraw my point of order 
that I reserved.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Texas? 

There was no objection.
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, first I would like to 

add my words of thanks and praise to 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG) for his great leadership in mak-
ing our Nation’s defense strong and se-
cure and extend that praise also to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
MURTHA), who does such a wonderful 
job on this Defense Subcommittee. 

I rise for the purpose now of engaging 
in a colloquy with the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. YOUNG), chairman of the 
Defense Subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, regarding 
the penetrator study for Hard and 
Deeply Buried Target defeat authorized 
in the fiscal year 2006 National Defense 
Authorization bill passed by the House 
last month. 

Mr. Chairman, during hearings and 
briefings in support of the fiscal year 
2006 budget request, the House Com-
mittee on Armed Services heard from 
General Cartwright, Commander 
United States Strategic Command, and 
Secretary Rumsfeld, on the importance 
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of exploring all options for holding 
Hard and Deeply Buried Targets at 
risk. The United States currently does 
not have any viable options to put at 
risk many of these targets which may 
contain chemical, biological, nuclear, 
or command and control capabilities. 
And, very simply, the people who 
would pull the trigger on a military op-
eration are typically those, the leader-
ship people, who would go to the bunk-
ers. And it is very important to deter 
those people, and sometimes that 
means having the ability to reach them 
with a deep bunker penetrator. 

Both General Cartwright and Sec-
retary Rumsfeld felt that it was impor-
tant to explore all options, conven-
tional as well as nuclear, against these 
targets that pose a threat to our na-
tional security. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly agree with 
that. As the gentleman knows, the 
House Committee on Armed Services 
mark recommended in the fiscal year 
2006 National Defense Authorization 
bill, H.R. 1815, authorized $4 million 
within the Department of Defense for 
research into various options of 
penetrators that could hold Hard and 
Deeply Buried Targets at risk. 

The fiscal year 2006 budget requested 
funds for only a nuclear penetrator op-
tion under the Department of Energy. 
In order to explore all options and spe-
cifically to include conventional in ad-
dition to nuclear options, the defense 
authorization bill moves this pene-
trator study from the Department of 
Energy to the Department of Defense, 
broadens its scope to include both the 
conventional and nuclear penetrator 
options, and authorizes $4 million for 
the study. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I understand that the authorizing 
committee intended that this pene-
trator study include exploring the fea-
sibility of various options for 
penetrators that could hold Hard and 
Deeply Buried Targets at risk, and as 
we all know, there are many of those. 
As the gentleman knows, H.R. 2683 
would appropriate $4 million for a 
study. We want to work with the gen-
tleman from California (Chairman 
HUNTER), the very strong leader of the 
authorizing committee, and his col-
leagues and our colleagues to do our 
best to reflect the understandings and 
intent of the Committee on Armed 
Services on this matter as we move for-
ward to conference with the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee on this legisla-
tion. 

In that regard, I pledge to continue 
to work closely with the gentleman 
from California on this issue and many 
others in the weeks ahead, and I thank 
him for clarifying the intent of the 
Committee on Armed Services, which 
he so ably chairs. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I want to thank the 

gentleman and thank the ranking 
member for their commitment to work 
with us on this matter and all matters 
of national security and we appreciate 
their dedication.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will read. 

The Clerk read as follows:
MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY 

For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Navy on active duty (except 
members of the Reserve provided for else-
where), midshipmen, and aviation cadets; for 
members of the Reserve Officers’ Training 
Corps; and for payments pursuant to section 
156 of Public Law 97–377, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 402 note), and to the Department of 
Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$19,417,696,000. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 
For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 

subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Marine Corps on active duty 
(except members of the Reserve provided for 
elsewhere); and for payments pursuant to 
section 156 of Public Law 97–377, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 402 note), and to the Department of 
Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$7,839,813,000. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 

subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Air Force on active duty (ex-
cept members of reserve components pro-
vided for elsewhere), cadets, and aviation ca-
dets; for members of the Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps; and for payments pursuant 
to section 156 of Public Law 97–377, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 402 note), and to the De-
partment of Defense Military Retirement 
Fund, $20,083,037,000. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 

gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Army Reserve on active 
duty under sections 10211, 10302, and 3038 of 
title 10, United States Code, or while serving 
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title 
10, United States Code, in connection with 
performing duty specified in section 12310(a) 
of title 10, United States Code, or while un-
dergoing reserve training, or while per-
forming drills or equivalent duty or other 
duty, and expenses authorized by section 
16131 of title 10, United States Code; and for 
payments to the Department of Defense Mili-
tary Retirement Fund, $2,862,103,000. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 

gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Navy Reserve on active duty 
under section 10211 of title 10, United States 
Code, or while serving on active duty under 
section 12301(d) of title 10, United States 
Code, in connection with performing duty 
specified in section 12310(a) of title 10, United 
States Code, or while undergoing reserve 
training, or while performing drills or equiv-
alent duty, and expenses authorized by sec-
tion 16131 of title 10, United States Code; and 
for payments to the Department of Defense 
Military Retirement Fund, $1,486,061,000. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 

gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Marine Corps Reserve on ac-
tive duty under section 10211 of title 10, 
United States Code, or while serving on ac-
tive duty under section 12301(d) of title 10, 
United States Code, in connection with per-
forming duty specified in section 12310(a) of 
title 10, United States Code, or while under-
going reserve training, or while performing 
drills or equivalent duty, and for members of 
the Marine Corps platoon leaders class, and 
expenses authorized by section 16131 of title 
10, United States Code; and for payments to 
the Department of Defense Military Retire-
ment Fund, $472,392,000. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 

gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Air Force Reserve on active 
duty under sections 10211, 10305, and 8038 of 
title 10, United States Code, or while serving 
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title 
10, United States Code, in connection with 
performing duty specified in section 12310(a) 
of title 10, United States Code, or while un-
dergoing reserve training, or while per-
forming drills or equivalent duty or other 
duty, and expenses authorized by section 
16131 of title 10, United States Code; and for 
payments to the Department of Defense Mili-
tary Retirement Fund, $1,225,360,000. 

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 

gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Army National Guard while 
on duty under section 10211, 10302, or 12402 of 
title 10 or section 708 of title 32, United 
States Code, or while serving on duty under 
section 12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f) of 
title 32, United States Code, in connection 
with performing duty specified in section 
12310(a) of title 10, United States Code, or 
while undergoing training, or while per-
forming drills or equivalent duty or other 
duty, and expenses authorized by section 
16131 of title 10, United States Code; and for 
payments to the Department of Defense Mili-
tary Retirement Fund, $4,359,704,000. 

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 

gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Air National Guard on duty 
under section 10211, 10305, or 12402 of title 10 
or section 708 of title 32, United States Code, 
or while serving on duty under section 
12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f) of title 32, 
United States Code, in connection with per-
forming duty specified in section 12310(a) of 
title 10, United States Code, or while under-
going training, or while performing drills or 
equivalent duty or other duty, and expenses 
authorized by section 16131 of title 10, United 
States Code; and for payments to the Depart-
ment of Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$2,028,215,000. 

TITLE II 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 

necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Army, as authorized by law; and not 
to exceed $11,478,000 can be used for emer-
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex-
pended on the approval or authority of the 
Secretary of the Army, and payments may 
be made on his certificate of necessity for 
confidential military purposes, 
$22,432,727,000: Provided, That of funds made 
available under this heading, $2,500,000 shall 
be available for Fort Baker, in accordance 
with the terms and conditions as provided 
under the heading ‘‘Operation and Mainte-
nance, Army’’, in Public Law 107–117. 
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Navy and the Marine Corps, as author-
ized by law; and not to exceed $6,003,000 can 
be used for emergencies and extraordinary 
expenses, to be expended on the approval or 
authority of the Secretary of the Navy, and 
payments may be made on his certificate of 
necessity for confidential military purposes, 
$28,719,818,000. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Marine Corps, as authorized by law, 
$3,123,766,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 

necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Air Force, as authorized by law; and 
not to exceed $7,699,000 can be used for emer-
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex-
pended on the approval or authority of the 
Secretary of the Air Force, and payments 
may be made on his certificate of necessity 
for confidential military purposes, 
$28,659,373,000. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 

necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of activities and agencies of the Department 
of Defense (other than the military depart-
ments), as authorized by law, $18,323,516,000: 
Provided, That not more than $25,000,000 may 
be used for the Combatant Commander Ini-
tiative Fund authorized under section 166a of 
title 10, United States Code, and of which not 
to exceed $40,000,000 can be used for emer-
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex-
pended on the approval or authority of the 
Secretary of Defense, and payments may be 
made on his certificate of necessity for con-
fidential military purposes: Provided further, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, of the funds provided in this Act for 
Civil Military programs under this heading, 
$500,000 shall be available for a grant for Out-
door Odyssey, Roaring Run, Pennsylvania, to 
support the Youth Development and Leader-
ship program and Department of Defense 
STARBASE program: Provided further, That 
of the funds made available under this head-
ing, $5,000,000 is available for contractor sup-
port to coordinate a wind test demonstration 
project on an Air Force installation using 
wind turbines manufactured in the United 
States that are new to the United States 
market and to execute the renewable energy 
purchasing plan: Provided further, That none 
of the funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available by this Act may be used to plan or 
implement the consolidation of a budget or 
appropriations liaison office of the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense, the office of the 
Secretary of a military department, or the 
service headquarters of one of the Armed 
Forces into a legislative affairs or legislative 
liaison office: Provided further, That 
$4,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, is available only for expenses relat-
ing to certain classified activities, and may 
be transferred as necessary by the Secretary 
to operation and maintenance appropriations 
or research, development, test and evalua-
tion appropriations, to be merged with and 
to be available for the same time period as 
the appropriations to which transferred: Pro-
vided further, That any ceiling on the invest-
ment item unit cost of items that may be 
purchased with operation and maintenance 
funds shall not apply to the funds described 
in the preceding proviso: Provided further, 
That the transfer authority provided under 
this heading is in addition to any other 
transfer authority provided elsewhere in this 
Act. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
RESERVE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Army Reserve; repair 
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; travel and transportation; 
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of 
services, supplies, and equipment; and com-
munications, $1,791,212,000. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Navy Reserve; repair 
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; travel and transportation; 
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of 
services, supplies, and equipment; and com-
munications, $1,178,607,000. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 

RESERVE 
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 

necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Marine Corps Reserve; 
repair of facilities and equipment; hire of 
passenger motor vehicles; travel and trans-
portation; care of the dead; recruiting; pro-
curement of services, supplies, and equip-
ment; and communications, $199,929,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 
RESERVE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Air Force Reserve; re-
pair of facilities and equipment; hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles; travel and transpor-
tation; care of the dead; recruiting; procure-
ment of services, supplies, and equipment; 
and communications, $2,465,122,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
NATIONAL GUARD 

For expenses of training, organizing, and 
administering the Army National Guard, in-
cluding medical and hospital treatment and 
related expenses in non-Federal hospitals; 
maintenance, operation, and repairs to 
structures and facilities; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; personnel services in the Na-
tional Guard Bureau; travel expenses (other 
than mileage), as authorized by law for 
Army personnel on active duty, for Army 
National Guard division, regimental, and 
battalion commanders while inspecting units 
in compliance with National Guard Bureau 
regulations when specifically authorized by 
the Chief, National Guard Bureau; supplying 
and equipping the Army National Guard as 
authorized by law; and expenses of repair, 
modification, maintenance, and issue of sup-
plies and equipment (including aircraft), 
$4,142,875,000. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL 

GUARD 
For expenses of training, organizing, and 

administering the Air National Guard, in-
cluding medical and hospital treatment and 
related expenses in non-Federal hospitals; 
maintenance, operation, and repairs to 
structures and facilities; transportation of 
things, hire of passenger motor vehicles; sup-
plying and equipping the Air National 
Guard, as authorized by law; expenses for re-
pair, modification, maintenance, and issue of 
supplies and equipment, including those fur-
nished from stocks under the control of 
agencies of the Department of Defense; trav-
el expenses (other than mileage) on the same 
basis as authorized by law for Air National 
Guard personnel on active Federal duty, for 
Air National Guard commanders while in-
specting units in compliance with National 

Guard Bureau regulations when specifically 
authorized by the Chief, National Guard Bu-
reau, $4,547,515,000. 

OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS 
TRANSFER ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For expenses directly relating to Overseas 

Contingency Operations by United States 
military forces, $20,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That the Sec-
retary of Defense may transfer these funds 
only to military personnel accounts; oper-
ation and maintenance accounts within this 
title; procurement accounts; research, devel-
opment, test and evaluation accounts; and to 
working capital funds: Provided further, That 
the funds transferred shall be merged with 
and shall be available for the same purposes 
and for the same time period, as the appro-
priation to which transferred: Provided fur-
ther, That upon a determination that all or 
part of the funds transferred from this appro-
priation are not necessary for the purposes 
provided herein, such amounts may be trans-
ferred back to this appropriation: Provided 
further, That the transfer authority provided 
in this paragraph is in addition to any other 
transfer authority contained elsewhere in 
this Act. 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE 
ARMED FORCES 

For salaries and expenses necessary for the 
United States Court of Appeals for the 
Armed Forces, $11,236,000, of which not to ex-
ceed $5,000 may be used for official represen-
tation purposes. 

OVERSEAS HUMANITARIAN, DISASTER, AND 
CIVIC AID 

For expenses relating to the Overseas Hu-
manitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid pro-
grams of the Department of Defense (con-
sisting of the programs provided under sec-
tions 401, 402, 404, 2557, and 2561 of title 10, 
United States Code), $61,546,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2007. 

FORMER SOVIET UNION THREAT REDUCTION 
ACCOUNT 

For assistance to the republics of the 
former Soviet Union, including assistance 
provided by contract or by grants, for facili-
tating the elimination and the safe and se-
cure transportation and storage of nuclear, 
chemical and other weapons; for establishing 
programs to prevent the proliferation of 
weapons, weapons components, and weapon-
related technology and expertise; for pro-
grams relating to the training and support of 
defense and military personnel for demili-
tarization and protection of weapons, weap-
ons components and weapons technology and 
expertise, and for defense and military con-
tacts, $415,549,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2008. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SPRATT 
Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. SPRATT:
Page 15, line 12, after the dollar amount in-

sert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$83,900,000)’’. 

Page 29, line 17, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $83,900,000)’’.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, before 
mentioning my amendment, let me 
also commend the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA), the 
chairman of the subcommittee and the 
ranking member. There are not two 
Members of the House for whom I have 
greater respect. This is a good bill. I in-
tend to support it. But I have an 
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amendment which I think will make it 
a better bill. 

My amendment is simple and it is 
straightforward. It would take $84 mil-
lion in funding for missile defense that 
is not needed and add it to an area 
where it is woefully in need, to the 
nonproliferation of nuclear weapons 
and nuclear materials. 

Everyone here remembers the first 
debate between Senator KERRY and 
President Bush last year. They agreed 
on one thing for sure, that the gravest 
threat facing the United States is that 
of terrorists armed with nuclear weap-
ons. Our front line in the defense of 
this threat is variously called Coopera-
tive Threat Reduction, nonprolifera-
tion, or Nunn-Lugar. Whatever we call 
it, its object is to stop, secure, and dis-
pose of nuclear weapons and nuclear 
materials at the source if at all pos-
sible. 

I referred to the President. Just this 
past February, he met with the Presi-
dent of the Russian Federation, and to-
gether they cited the fact that nuclear 
nonproliferation is a matter of compel-
ling importance for both countries. 
Five years ago we appointed a bipar-
tisan commission headed by Howard 
Baker and Lloyd Cutler. They came 
back after 11⁄2 years of lengthy study 
and recommended to us that we take 
these accounts dealing with non-
proliferation of nuclear weapons and 
increase them to $3 billion over the 
next 10 years.

b 1430 

Here is how they sized up the threat 
4 years ago: ‘‘The most urgent, unmet 
national security threat to the United 
States today is the danger that weap-
ons of mass destruction or weapons-us-
able materials in Russia could be sto-
len and sold to terrorists or hostile na-
tion states and used against American 
troops abroad or citizens at home.’’ 

That was 4 years ago. And DOD’s 
nonproliferation budget, together with 
the DOE budget and the State Depart-
ment budget today, all together come 
to $1.9 billion, way short of what was 
recommended 4 years ago by Howard 
Baker and Lloyd Cutler. 

The DOD program called Cooperative 
Threat Reduction, CTR, Nunn-Lugar, 
was launched in 1991 to secure, to de-
activate, to dispose of weapons of mass 
destruction in the former Soviet Union 
and in other countries. Since then, it 
has racked up quite a scorecard. Since 
1991, the CTR program has deactivated 
6,564 warheads, destroyed 570 ICBMs, 
eliminated 543 SLBMs, retired 142 
bombers, and I could go on with a host 
of other potentially threatening mis-
sile and nuclear components which this 
program has eliminated. 

Despite these successes, the CTR pro-
gram has been virtually flat-funded 
since its inception at around $400 mil-
lion a year. This year, the budget re-
quest of $416 million falls $27.6 million 
below the level at which this program 
was funded on 9/11; $26 million less than 
9/11. 

My amendment makes a modest cor-
rection to this shortfall. It allocates an 
additional $84 million to Cooperative 
Threat Reduction to bring total fund-
ing to $500 million. It pluses up the 
CTR budget, allowing DOD, the Depart-
ment of Defense, to do something it 
has urgently wanted to do: upgrade se-
curity at Russian weapons storage 
sites. 

DOD has indicated that to get all of 
the upgrades needed at Russian sites, 
to secure nuclear weapons and nuclear 
components, it will need funding each 
year that is about $150 million more 
than the budget provides for the next 5 
to 7 years. My amendment puts up 
about half of that shortfall. 

We make this funding possible by an 
offset that I think we can all accept. 
My amendment reduces the Ground-
Based Missile Defense budget by $84 
million. Now, here is how it does it. It 
would do so by limiting the funding for 
silos at Fort Greely, Alaska, to 26 silos 
this year, and Vandenberg to four silos. 
In other words, my amendment would 
permit, would fund 30 ground-based 
GBIs and silos. The Missile Defense 
Agency is planning to provide 34 silos 
for the first 30 GBIs. The extra four 
silos are referred to as ‘‘swing space,’’ 
additional, nice to have; but this is a 
cost, nearly $16 million, that we can 
avoid per silo that we can avoid for 
now and spend more wisely elsewhere. 
So my amendment does just that. It 
withholds funding for these four extra 
swing silos and saves $63 million. 

The fiscal year 2006 budget also in-
cludes $20.7 million as an advanced 
payment on 10 additional silos, even 
though the chairman’s mark cuts the 
funding for the missiles that would ac-
tually go in these silos. My amend-
ment, therefore, eliminates this fund-
ing at least for 2006. 

If the interceptors work, 30 silos 
should be sufficient for defense against 
a rogue nation like North Korea, and 30 
silos should be sufficient for now for 
the ground-based interceptor until 
testing has finally shown that it works.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment, and I 
yield to the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT). 

Mr. SPRATT. In any event, let me 
suggest simply that we ask ourselves, 
which is a more likely threat, that we 
be attacked by ICBM with a return sig-
nature on it, or by some stealthy ter-
rorist in the back of a paneled truck 
with some hidden device in Lower Man-
hattan or Los Angeles? I think the an-
swer is obvious. 

That is why I think our money is bet-
ter spent putting it into nonprolifera-
tion to avoid that threat as opposed to 
putting more money on top of the $7.8 
billion into ballistic missile defense. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, when I 
went down to Austin after the election, 
but before the inauguration, I said to 
President Bush, President-elect Bush, 
we should worry more about terrorism 
and nuclear nonproliferation than 
worry about missile defense. 

But we worked out the best we can 
work out. I mean, we know they have 
not spent nearly the money they have, 
and I think the gentleman just stated 
that, I do not remember an exact 
amount, but I think it is only 1 or 2 
percent of what we have already appro-
priated for nonproliferation. 

So I would appreciate it if the gen-
tleman would consider letting us work 
on it and seeing what we can do. But 
we are just about to the point where I 
do not think we can put any more 
money in that they will spend. If it 
looks like we can work out a deal 
where they are going to spend more 
money, then it would be well worth 
considering what the gentleman has in 
mind. But, as it is, I feel the same way; 
but we tried to work out a balance 
where we knew we could get a bill 
signed, and I think we have come pret-
ty well where it is. But I still think we 
would be quite willing to work with 
him. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURTHA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, there is 
$7.8 billion provided for this program, 
vastly more than any other program in 
the budget. We are shaving it at the 
edges and putting it into an area where 
I think we would all agree there is a 
critical threat and a real need. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, what I said when I 
went down to Austin is exactly what I 
am repeating now. We have to worry 
about nonproliferation and terrorism 
and not as much about missile defense. 
But I am saying, and the gentleman 
knows the bill we put together, we 
have to be realistic. So I am asking the 
gentleman to just desist and let us see 
what we can work out.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

I rise in opposition to the gentle-
man’s amendment; and I do so reluc-
tantly, because there are some inter-
esting points that he makes. However, 
the program that his amendment 
would add money to already has $465 
million in unobligated balances from 
prior year appropriations, so the 
money really is not needed; and we 
fully funded the President’s request, 
which is millions over last year. 

Now, where he would take the money 
from, again, we have already taken 
money from the Missile Defense Agen-
cy. We reduced funding for the agency 
in this fiscal year 2006 budget. The 
President’s budget request itself was a 
reduction of over $1 billion from last 
fiscal year, and the committee rec-
ommendation trimmed that by another 
$143 million. 

So we brought down the money that 
the gentleman’s amendment would 
take away, and we have increased over 
last year the money that he would add 
it to. 

So the amendment really is not nec-
essary, and I think the committee has 
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done a good job in having to very deli-
cately balance the gives and the takes 
on these various accounts.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in favor of the 
amendment, and let me commend the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPRATT) for his leadership in offering 
it, because he has been such a noted ex-
pert on this entire area, and I think 
that this is a step in the right direc-
tion. 

As he has noted, in the very conten-
tious Presidential debate, the two can-
didates agreed on one crucial thing. 
They agreed that the most dangerous 
threat facing our Nation was nuclear 
weapons in the hands of terrorists. Yet 
funding for the program to secure nu-
clear materials in the former Soviet 
Union does not reflect the magnitude 
of this threat. 

The Department of Defense requested 
$415 million for the Cooperative Threat 
Reduction program this year, roughly 
the same as it was last year. The 
Spratt amendment would recognize we 
need to take this threat much more se-
riously by putting the resources into it 
that would allow us to secure more 
sites faster. 

President Bush and President Putin 
have met in Bratislava; and last Feb-
ruary, they pledged to further their co-
operation on nuclear security by estab-
lishing a plan for security upgrades of 
nuclear facilities through and beyond 
2008. Funding this amendment would 
help in that agreement. 

The amendment does this without 
doing harm to our missile defense capa-
bility. The Spratt amendment will not 
affect the deployment of the 30 ground-
based intercept missiles scheduled for 
2006. 

I have supported a strong ballistic 
missile defense system. I strongly be-
lieve that this amendment allows that 
capability to go forward, but I also be-
lieve that our ability to protect this 
Nation from terrorists wielding weap-
ons of mass destruction is much 
stronger if we put all of our resources 
into it that we possibly can. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Spratt amendment to the defense ap-
propriations bill. 

This amendment, as he told us, will 
take $84 million from the missile de-
fense program, the single largest de-
fense program in our Nation’s history, 
and add it to an area that we have ne-
glected for far too long: nonprolifera-
tion. 

The missile defense program has 
never been proven successful, but the 
nonproliferation programs have proven 
extremely successful. 

In particular, we need to ramp up 
funds for the Cooperative Threat Re-
duction program, CTR. This successful 
nonproliferation program has suc-
ceeded at reducing the number of nu-

clear weapons in the states of the 
former Soviet Union. In November 1991, 
to address the massive quantity of nu-
clear material left over in the former 
Soviet Union as a result of ending the 
Cold War, Congress initiated Coopera-
tive Threat Reduction, also known as 
the Nunn-Lugar program, which gives 
the Department of Defense the task of 
dismantling nuclear warheads, reduc-
ing nuclear stockpiles, and securing 
nuclear weapons and materials in the 
states of the former Soviet Union. 

In 1991, an estimated 30,000 nuclear 
weapons existed throughout the former 
Soviet Union. These conditions raised 
the serious concern that nuclear mate-
rials could be smuggled beyond the bor-
ders of the former USSR. Fortunately, 
CTR was created to help secure these 
nuclear weapons. Under CTR, more 
than 20,000 Russian scientists, formerly 
tasked to create nuclear weapons, now 
work to dismantle them. 

Since 1991, CTR has dismantled near-
ly 6,000 nuclear warheads, not to men-
tion nearly 500 ballistic missiles, over 
300 submarine-launched missiles, and 
nearly 500 missile silos. This program 
clearly works, and that is what we 
need to support it through the annual 
appropriations process. Unfortunately, 
CTR has been funded at the same level 
since its creation in 1991, about $400 
million per year. The total amount we 
have spent on CTR equals around 1 
year of spending on missile defense. 

Unfortunately, this year’s defense ap-
propriations bill provides $27.6 million 
less for CTR than it did before Sep-
tember 11. So while the threat of nu-
clear terrorism has increased, our ef-
forts to prevent it have diminished. 

The smart response to this threat is 
to fund the peaceful Cooperative 
Threat Reduction, Nunn-Lugar, all the 
programs to reduce the world’s supply 
of nuclear weapons, and not promote 
the aggressive and expensive missile 
defense programs which have never 
tested successfully. That is why I urge 
Members of this House to vote for the 
Spratt amendment which will take 
money out of the missile defense sys-
tem and put it into the nonprolifera-
tion programs. In the long run, Ameri-
cans will be far safer if Congress pro-
motes and properly funds good non-
proliferation initiatives like CTR. 

I urge all of my colleagues to keep 
Americans and the world safe. Vote for 
the Spratt amendment. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. SPRATT) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, as I un-

derstood the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania, my good friend (Mr. MURTHA), he 
is offering us a deal, namely, if we will 
withdraw the amendment, he will en-
deavor to raise nonproliferation to a 
level that is commensurate with the 
need, particularly for upgrading nu-

clear storage areas in the former So-
viet Union. With that commitment to 
go to conference and try to improve 
the allocation within this bill for non-
proliferation, with that understanding, 
I will withdraw my amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE III 
PROCUREMENT 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
For construction, procurement, produc-

tion, modification, and modernization of air-
craft, equipment, including ordnance, ground 
handling equipment, spare parts, and acces-
sories therefor; specialized equipment and 
training devices; expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, including the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $2,879,380,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2008, of 
which $203,500,000 shall be available for the 
Army National Guard and Army Reserve: 
Provided, That $75,000,000 of the funds pro-
vided in this paragraph are available only for 
the purpose of acquiring four (4) HH–60L 
medical evacuation variant Blackhawk heli-
copters for the C/1–159th Aviation Regiment 
(Army Reserve): Provided further, That three 
(3) UH–60 Blackhawk helicopters in addition 
to those referred to in the preceding proviso 
shall be available only for the C/1–159th Avia-
tion Regiment (Army Reserve). 

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
For construction, procurement, produc-

tion, modification, and modernization of 
missiles, equipment, including ordnance, 
ground handling equipment, spare parts, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $1,239,350,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2008, of 
which $150,000,000 shall be available for the 
Army National Guard and Army Reserve. 

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 
COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of weapons and 
tracked combat vehicles, equipment, includ-
ing ordnance, spare parts, and accessories 
therefor; specialized equipment and training 
devices; expansion of public and private 
plants, including the land necessary there-
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such 
lands and interests therein, may be acquired, 
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to 
approval of title; and procurement and in-
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-

VerDate jul 14 2003 23:58 Jun 21, 2005 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00018 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K20JN7.022 H20PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4743June 20, 2005
owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes, 
$1,670,949,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2008, of which 
$614,800,000 shall be available for the Army 
National Guard and Army Reserve. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY 

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties, authorized by section 2854 of title 10, 
United States Code, and the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $1,753,152,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2008, of 
which $119,000,000 shall be available for the 
Army National Guard and Army Reserve.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY 

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of vehicles, including 
tactical, support, and non-tracked combat 
vehicles; the purchase of passenger motor ve-
hicles for replacement only; communications 
and electronic equipment; other support 
equipment; spare parts, ordnance, and acces-
sories therefor; specialized equipment and 
training devices; expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, including the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $4,491,634,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2008, of 
which $765,400,000 shall be available for the 
Army National Guard and Army Reserve. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of air-
craft, equipment, including ordnance, spare 
parts, and accessories therefor; specialized 
equipment; expansion of public and private 
plants, including the land necessary there-
for, and such lands and interests therein, 
may be acquired, and construction pros-
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title; and 
procurement and installation of equipment, 
appliances, and machine tools in public and 
private plants; reserve plant and Govern-
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay-
away, $9,776,440,000, to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 2008, of which 
$57,779,000 shall be available for the Navy Re-
serve and the Marine Corps Reserve. 

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of 
missiles, torpedoes, other weapons, and re-
lated support equipment including spare 
parts, and accessories therefor; expansion of 
public and private plants, including the land 
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of 
title; and procurement and installation of 
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in 
public and private plants; reserve plant and 
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway, $2,596,781,000, to remain avail-
able for obligation until September 30, 2008. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, NAVY AND 
MARINE CORPS 

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties, authorized by section 2854 of title 10, 
United States Code and the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $885,170,000, to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 2008, of which 
$19,562,000 shall be available for the Navy Re-
serve and Marine Corps Reserve. 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 

For expenses necessary for the construc-
tion, acquisition, or conversion of vessels as 
authorized by law, including armor and ar-
mament thereof, plant equipment, appli-
ances, and machine tools and installation 
thereof in public and private plants; reserve 
plant and Government and contractor-owned 
equipment layaway; procurement of critical, 
long leadtime components and designs for 
vessels to be constructed or converted in the 
future; and expansion of public and private 
plants, including land necessary therefor, 
and such lands and interests therein, may be 
acquired, and construction prosecuted there-
on prior to approval of title, as follows: 

Carrier Replacement Program (AP), 
$564,913,000; 

Virginia Class Submarine, $1,637,698,000; 
Virginia Class Submarine (AP), $763,786,000; 
SSGN Conversion, $286,516,000; 
CVN Refueling Overhauls, $1,300,000,000; 
CVN Refueling Overhauls (AP), $20,000,000; 
SSN Engineered Refueling Overhauls (AP), 

$39,524,000; 
SSBN Engineered Refueling Overhauls, 

$230,193,000; 
SSBN Engineered Refueling Overhauls 

(AP), $62,248,000; 
DDG–51 Destroyer, $1,550,000,000; 
DDG–51 Destroyer Modernization, 

$50,000,000; 
Littoral Combat Ship, $440,000,000; 
LHD–1, $197,769,000; 
LPD–17, $1,344,741,000; 
LHA–R (AP), $200,447,000; 
Service Craft, $46,000,000; 
LCAC Service Life Extension Program, 

$100,000,000; 
Prior year shipbuilding costs, $394,523,000; 

and 
Outfitting, post delivery, conversions, and 

first destination transportation, $385,000,000. 
In all: $9,613,358,000, to remain available for 

obligation until September 30, 2010: Provided, 
That additional obligations may be incurred 
after September 30, 2010, for engineering 
services, tests, evaluations, and other such 
budgeted work that must be performed in 
the final stage of ship construction: Provided 
further, That none of the funds provided 
under this heading for the construction or 
conversion of any naval vessel to be con-
structed in shipyards in the United States 
shall be expended in foreign facilities for the 
construction of major components of such 
vessel: Provided further, That none of the 
funds provided under this heading shall be 
used for the construction of any naval vessel 
in foreign shipyards. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

For procurement, production, and mod-
ernization of support equipment and mate-
rials not otherwise provided for, Navy ord-

nance (except ordnance for new aircraft, new 
ships, and ships authorized for conversion); 
the purchase of passenger motor vehicles for 
replacement only; expansion of public and 
private plants, including the land necessary 
therefor, and such lands and interests there-
in, may be acquired, and construction pros-
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title; and 
procurement and installation of equipment, 
appliances, and machine tools in public and 
private plants; reserve plant and Govern-
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay-
away, $5,461,196,000, to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 2008, of which 
$43,712,000 shall be available for the Navy Re-
serve and Marine Corps Reserve. 

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 
For expenses necessary for the procure-

ment, manufacture, and modification of mis-
siles, armament, military equipment, spare 
parts, and accessories therefor; plant equip-
ment, appliances, and machine tools, and in-
stallation thereof in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; vehi-
cles for the Marine Corps, including the pur-
chase of passenger motor vehicles for re-
placement only; and expansion of public and 
private plants, including land necessary 
therefor, and such lands and interests there-
in, may be acquired, and construction pros-
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title, 
$1,426,405,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2008. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 
For construction, procurement, and modi-

fication of aircraft and equipment, including 
armor and armament, specialized ground 
handling equipment, and training devices, 
spare parts, and accessories therefor; special-
ized equipment; expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, Government-owned equipment 
and installation thereof in such plants, erec-
tion of structures, and acquisition of land, 
for the foregoing purposes, and such lands 
and interests therein, may be acquired, and 
construction prosecuted thereon prior to ap-
proval of title; reserve plant and Govern-
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay-
away; and other expenses necessary for the 
foregoing purposes including rents and trans-
portation of things, $12,424,298,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
2008, of which $380,000,000 shall be available 
for the Air National Guard and Air Force Re-
serve. 

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 
For construction, procurement, and modi-

fication of missiles, spacecraft, rockets, and 
related equipment, including spare parts and 
accessories therefor, ground handling equip-
ment, and training devices; expansion of pub-
lic and private plants, Government-owned 
equipment and installation thereof in such 
plants, erection of structures, and acquisi-
tion of land, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; reserve plant and 
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; and other expenses necessary 
for the foregoing purposes including rents 
and transportation of things, $5,062,949,000, to 
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2008. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE 
For construction, procurement, produc-

tion, and modification of ammunition, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties, authorized by section 2854 of title 10, 
United States Code, and the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
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prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $1,031,907,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2008, of 
which $164,800,000 shall be available for the 
Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 
For procurement and modification of 

equipment (including ground guidance and 
electronic control equipment, and ground 
electronic and communication equipment), 
and supplies, materials, and spare parts 
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur-
chase of passenger motor vehicles for re-
placement only; lease of passenger motor ve-
hicles; and expansion of public and private 
plants, Government-owned equipment and 
installation thereof in such plants, erection 
of structures, and acquisition of land, for the 
foregoing purposes, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon, prior to approval of 
title; reserve plant and Government and con-
tractor-owned equipment layaway, 
$13,737,214,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2008, of which 
$135,800,000 shall be available for the Air Na-
tional Guard and Air Force Reserve.

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE 
For expenses of activities and agencies of 

the Department of Defense (other than the 
military departments) necessary for procure-
ment, production, and modification of equip-
ment, supplies, materials, and spare parts 
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur-
chase of passenger motor vehicles for re-
placement only; expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, equipment, and installation 
thereof in such plants, erection of struc-
tures, and acquisition of land for the fore-
going purposes, and such lands and interests 
therein, may be acquired, and construction 
prosecuted thereon prior to approval of title; 
reserve plant and Government and con-
tractor-owned equipment layaway, 
$2,728,130,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2008. 

DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT PURCHASES 
For activities by the Department of De-

fense pursuant to sections 108, 301, 302, and 
303 of the Defense Production Act of 1950 (50 
U.S.C. App. 2078, 2091, 2092, and 2093), 
$28,573,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

TITLE IV 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 

EVALUATION 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 

EVALUATION, ARMY 
For expenses necessary for basic and ap-

plied scientific research, development, test 
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili-
ties and equipment, $10,827,174,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
2007. 

b 1445 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KUCINICH 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. KUCINICH:
In title IV, under ‘‘Research, Development, 

Test, and Evaluation, Army’’, insert after 
the dollar amount the following: ‘‘(decreased 
by $10,000,000) (increased by $10,000,000)’’. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, before the gentleman makes his 
statement, I would like to advise him 
that we have reviewed this amend-
ment. And since you did make a change 
that was agreeable to both of us, we 
are prepared to accept this amendment 
at any time that you wish. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. YOUNG) very much and thank the 
ranking member, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) as well, 
and just to say briefly that this budget 
neutral amendment will improve the 
health of veterans past, present and fu-
ture, by funding research on Gulf War 
Illnesses. 

I am proud to do so with my col-
leagues, the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SHAYS) and the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS). I 
want to thank both of the cosponsors 
for their commitment to veterans 
health. 

Mr. Chairman, I would include for 
the RECORD my entire statement, along 
with statements of support from vet-
erans groups.

Mr. Chairman, this budget-neutral amend-
ment will improve the health of veterans past, 
present and future by funding research on 
Gulf War illnesses. I am proud to do so with 
my colleagues, Mr. SHAYS, and Mr. SANDERS. 
I thank both of the cosponsors for their com-
mitment to veterans’ health. 

I would also like to point out that this 
amendment is endorsed by the American Le-
gion, Paralyzed Veterans of America, the Na-
tional Gulf War Resource Center, Vietnam 
Veterans of America, and Veterans of Foreign 
Wars. 

Mr. Chairman, fourteen years after the 
1990–1991 Gulf War, between 26 and 32 per-
cent of those who served in that war continue 
to suffer from serious and persistent health 
problems—typically multiple symptoms that in-
clude severe headaches, memory problems, 
muscle and joint pain, severe gastrointestinal 
problems, respiratory problems, skin disorders 
and other problems. These conditions are 
often called ‘‘Gulf War illnesses’’ or Gulf War 
syndrome. 

In the early years after the war, little was 
understood about this problem. In fact, many 
attributed the problems to stress or psycho-
logical trauma incurred on the battlefield. So in 
the late 1990’s, Congress authorized a sci-
entific research program and created a com-
mittee to advise the VA on how to prioritize 
that research. That committee, the Research 
Advisory Committee on Gulf War Veterans’ ill-
nesses, released their report last November. It 
had several landmark findings. 

First, they determined that the existence of 
these serious and often debilitating problems 
could not be scientifically explained by stress 
or psychiatric illness. 

Second, they noticed that we are starting to 
find that the veteran’s are having problems 
with their neurological and immunological sys-
tems. For example, ALS or Lou Gehrig’s dis-
ease, which is a rapidly progressive, fatal neu-
romuscular disease, occurs in Persian Gulf 
veterans with twice the frequency of peer vet-
erans that were not deployed. 

Third, they found that there are several pos-
sible causes of these diseases. A list of poten-

tial exposures demonstrates the complexity of 
what we are dealing with. A short list includes 
chemical weapons, biological weapons, drugs 
to protect from biological and chemical weap-
ons, oil-well-fire smoke, pesticides, insect 
repellants, individual or multiple vaccines, and 
many, many more. 

Fourth, the Committee found that this type 
of research is important not only for ill vet-
erans, but for current military personnel and 
for homeland security. This research can pre-
pare us to counter or treat chemical weapons 
exposures and tell us whether our existing 
countermeasures may do long term harm. 

Finally, they found that there is still no effec-
tive treatment for those suffering from Gulf 
War illnesses. 

The result of the collective findings of the 
VA report is this: Significant scientific progress 
has been made and more research is needed.

Our amendment earmarks $10 million out of 
the account called Army Research, Develop-
ment, Test and Evaluation. The money would 
go to a research program administered by the 
Army Medical Research and Materiel Com-
mand in the DoD, for identifying the biological 
mechanisms behind the illnesses—particularly 
the neurological and immunological ones; the 
chronic disease effects; better diagnostic cri-
teria for the illnesses; and identification of 
treatments. The MRMC will design a research 
plan for that purpose, relying heavily on the 
expertise outside DoD and the VA. It will be 
subject to peer review by experts, a significant 
number of which will be independent of DoD. 

$10 million will have a large impact on vet-
erans who rely on the government to take 
care of them after they have taken care of us. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Kucinich-Shays-Sanders amendment. Vote 
‘‘yes’’ to restore research funding for Gulf War 
Illnesses. 

I wish to insert letters of support from Vet-
eran’s groups into the RECORD.

THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
Washington, DC, June 13, 2005 

Hon. DENNIS J. KUCINICH, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Longworth 

House Office Building, Washington, DC. 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE KUCINICH: On behalf 

of the 2.8 million members of The American 
Legion, I would like to offer full support of 
your proposed amendment to the Depart-
ment of Defense (DOD) Appropriations Act 
for FY 2006, specifically designating $15 mil-
lion for research on chronic illnesses affect-
ing thousands of veterans of the 1991 Gulf 
War. 

More than fourteen years have passed since 
the end of the first Gulf War and we have 
failed to identify effective treatments for ill 
Gulf War veterans. Lack of solid research 
identifying causes for these illnesses has also 
prevented a large number of ill veterans 
from receiving the service-related compensa-
tion they deserve. 

Historically, DOD has provided over 75 per-
cent of the funding for Gulf war-related re-
search. Just as there is a real opportunity 
for breakthroughs, as highlighted in the Sep-
tember 2004 report of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs Research Advisory Committee 
on Gulf War Veterans’ illnesses, your col-
leagues plan to eliminate funding for Gulf 
War illness research. Clearly, DOD has more 
expertise in this area and is able to fund the 
most promising researchers. Without ques-
tion, this research has major national secu-
rity implications against future threats to 
military forces and civilians. Recently, your 
colleagues cut $9 million from medical and 
prosthetics research in the Department of 
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Veterans Affairs’ FY 2006 appropriations—
another fiscal blow to America’s veterans. 

Again, we appreciate your efforts on behalf 
of this nation’s ill Gulf War veterans. Your 
amendment acknowledges, that while we are 
at war in the Middle East once again, there 
are still thousands of ill veterans from the 
first Gulf War waiting for answers, treat-
ment, and cures—that must not be forgotten 
or simply ignored. 

Sincerely, 
STEVE ROBERTSON, 

Director, 
National Legislative Commission. 

VIETNAM VETERANS OF AMERICA, 
Washington, DC, June 15, 2005. 

Hon. DENNIS KUCINICH, 
Longworth House Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN KUCINICH, Vietnam 
Veterans of America (VVA) strongly en-
dorses your amendment to the Defense Ap-
propriations bill which would mandate that 
$15 million of a $10.8 billion Army research 
account be dedicated to research on Gulf War 
illnesses. 

Passage of this amendment, which we un-
derstand is being co-sponsored by Congress-
men Chris Shays and Bernie Sanders, should 
go a long way toward identifying neuro-
logical and immunological abnormalities in 
many Gulf War veterans and the chronic 
health effects of exposure to these neuro-
toxic substances; and toward identifying 
promising treatments. Enactment of this 
amendment also would help fulfill one of the 
recommendations in the 2004 report of the 
VA Research Advisory Committee on Gulf 
War Veterans’ Illnesses. 

It is our collective obligation to do what 
we can to ease the physical and psycho-
logical burdens experienced by too many 
Gulf War veterans, who served our nation 
with honor and dignity. Additional research 
that might help them is long overdue. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS H. COREY, 

National President. 

DEAR HONORABLE CONGRESSMAN DENNIS J. 
KUCINICH: Please let it be known to your fel-
low members of Congress that the Order of 
the Silver Rose, a 501(c)(3) Veterans Organi-
zation fully endorses the amendment that di-
rects $15 million out of a $10.8 billion Army 
research account be dedicated to Gulf War 
illnesses research, in accordance and compli-
ance with the VA Research Advisory Com-
mittee on Gulf War Veterans’ illnesses rec-
ommendation in their 2004 report. 

It is hoped that the appropriation for re-
search on chronic illnesses affecting vet-
erans of the 1991 Gulf War be used for a co-
herent research program focusing on: 

(1) identification of mechanisms under-
lying Gulf War illnesses, 

(2) chronic effects of neurotoxic substances 
to which veterans were exposed during de-
ployment; 

(3) studies that expand on earlier research 
identifying neurological and immunological 
abnormalities in ill Gulf War veterans; 

(4) identification of promising treatments. 
The primary objective of the research pro-
gram will be to elucidate pathophysiological 
mechanisms underlying Gulf War illnesses, 
which may subsequently be targeted to de-
veloping treatments for these conditions. A 
further objective will be to identify and 
evaluate treatments which currently exist 
and which hold promise for treating these 
illnesses. 

The U.S. Army Medical Research and Ma-
teriel Command shall, in consultation with 
experienced research scientists in relevant 
fields, establish a list of research questions 
to address the above topics, and design a pro-

gram of specific research studies that to-
gether constitute a coherent plan to answer 
these questions, each identified study to be 
conducted by the most qualified researcher, 
which may include consulted scientists. As 
part of this process, there shall be a public 
solicitation of research proposals (which 
may include concept exploration and pilot 
projects) on these questions and at least 
twenty-five percent of the program (meas-
ured by amount funded) shall be made up of 
proposals selected from this solicitation, as 
modified if necessary to increase the value of 
the proposed research to the overall pro-
gram. At least twenty percent of the pro-
gram (measured by amount funded) shall ad-
dress the objective of identifying and evalu-
ating promising existing treatments, such as 
observation and pilot studies. The program 
shall be submitted for determination of sci-
entific merit through independent peer re-
view.’’ 

Respectfully submitted, 
NANCY REKOWSKI, 
National Commander, 

Order of the Silver Rose. 

LANGUAGE FOR THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
REGARDING THE KUCINICH-SHAYS-SANDERS 
AMENDMENT TO THE FY06 DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATIONS BILL FOR GULF WAR ILLNESSES 
RESEARCH FUNDING 

‘‘It is intended that the appropriation for 
research on chronic illnesses affecting vet-
erans of the 1991 Gulf War be used for a co-
herent research program focusing on (1) iden-
tification of mechanisms underlying Gulf 
War illnesses, (2) chronic effects of neuro-
toxic substances to which veterans were ex-
posed during deployment; (3) studies that ex-
pand on earlier research identifying neuro-
logical and immunological abnormalities in 
ill Gulf War veterans; and (4) identification 
of promising treatments. The primary objec-
tive of the research program will be to eluci-
date pathophysiological mechanisms under-
lying Gulf War illnesses, which may subse-
quently be targeted to developing treat-
ments for these conditions. A further objec-
tive will be to identify and evaluate treat-
ments which currently exist and which hold 
promise for treating these illnesses. 

The U.S. Army Medical Research and Ma-
teriel Command shall, in consultation with 
experienced research scientists in relevant 
fields, establish a list of research questions 
to address the above topics, and design a pro-
gram of specific research studies that to-
gether constitute a coherent plan to answer 
these questions, each identified study to be 
conducted by the most qualified researcher, 
which may include consulted scientists. As 
part of this process, there shall be a public 
solicitation of research proposals (which 
may include concept exploration and pilot 
projects) on these questions and at least 
twenty-five percent of the program (meas-
ured by amount funded) shall be made up of 
proposals selected from this solicitation, as 
modified if necessary to increase the value of 
the proposed research to the overall pro-
gram. At least twenty percent of the pro-
gram (measured by amount funded) shall ad-
dress the objective of identifying and evalu-
ating promising existing treatments, such as 
observation and pilot studies. The program 
shall be submitted for determination of sci-
entific merit through independent peer re-
view.’’

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 

For expenses necessary for basic and ap-
plied scientific research, development, test 
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili-
ties and equipment, $18,481,862,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
2007: Provided, That funds appropriated in 
this paragraph which are available for the V–
22 may be used to meet unique operational 
requirements of the Special Operations 
Forces: Provided further, That funds appro-
priated in this paragraph shall be available 
for the Cobra Judy program. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

For expenses necessary for basic and ap-
plied scientific research, development, test 
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili-
ties and equipment, $22,664,868,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
2007. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE 

For expenses of activities and agencies of 
the Department of Defense (other than the 
military departments), necessary for basic 
and applied scientific research, development, 
test and evaluation; advanced research 
projects as may be designated and deter-
mined by the Secretary of Defense, pursuant 
to law; maintenance, rehabilitation, lease, 
and operation of facilities and equipment, 
$19,514,530,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2007. 

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-
LEE OF TEXAS 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 13 offered by Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas:

Page 29, line 17, after the dollar amount, 
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$500,000,000)’’. 

Page 102, line 24, after the dollar amount, 
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$500,000,000)’’. 

Page 112, line 4, after the dollar amount, 
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$500,000,000)’’.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I want you to know and my 
colleagues to know that I am trying to 
engage in discussions with the ranking 
member, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. MURTHA) and I have men-
tioned this one to the chairman. 

I would like to have the opportunity 
to discuss, in a very lucid manner, my 
great concern, recognizing that we 
have tried to fund the support system 
for the Iraqi nationals. 

It is well known, Mr. Chairman, that 
a number of us are concerned about the 
ongoing violence in Iraq and the front 
line, if you will, attacks and loss of life 
that our brave men and women are ac-
cumulating in Iraq and, of course, Af-
ghanistan. 

USA Today recounts for us that over 
the weekend, a bomb killed at least 23 
in Baghdad. If you talk to families 
around America whose young men and 
women and Reservists and National 
Guard are over in Iraq and Afghani-
stan, their concern, of course, is the 
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continued violence of the insurgents 
and the IEDs. Our soldiers are on the 
front lines. 

And beyond the question of bringing 
our soldiers home, which the American 
people have gone enthusiastically on 
record for, recognizing the bravery of 
those young men and women, Reserv-
ists and National Guard, we have got to 
find a way to transition this war to 
Iraqis. In the Houston Chronicle, the 
headline reads: American sacrifices 
buying time for Iraqis. 

So my amendment is simple—$500 
million from the missile defense to go 
into the Iraqi Freedom Fund. Allow me 
to read this one anecdotal story, and I 
would ask my colleagues to listen, be-
cause I would like to work with you on 
this. 

This is about Lieutenant Colonel 
Terrence Crowe, one of the highest 
ranked soldiers in the United States 
military. He was a senior U.S. military 
advisor to Iraqi forces, and he was am-
bushed while leading Iraqi soldiers on 
June 7. 

Through the bravery of Sergeant 
First Class Gary Villaboso, who is now 
being recommended for a Silver Cross, 
this brave sergeant was able to drag, 
while fighting off alone, the Iraqi snip-
ers, this brave wounded Lieutenant 
Colonel, Terrence Crowe, out of harm’s 
way, at least to get him out. 

He performed heroically in extri-
cating the mortally wounded Crowe, 
while wiping out Iraqi attackers. The 
17 Iraqi soldiers broke rank and fled 
the scene. We realize they may have 
been well-intentioned, but most of the 
17 Iraqis in the patrol broke rank dur-
ing the initial outbreak of the gunfire 
and faded from the street fight. 

Villaboso, a fine soldier in his own 
right, did not want to condemn, and he 
said these words: He is unsure if Crowe, 
44, who was hit instantly several times 
as the shooting began, could have sur-
vived if the Iraqis had effectively re-
turned fire and swiftly evacuated the 
wounded officer. 

But what he did say is, I think he 
would have been able to be helped, if 
we could have gotten him out in a few 
minutes instead of 15. Training, train-
ing, training and transition. This is a 
simple question and equation. We need 
to provide the resources, and I know 
the distinguished gentlemen have had a 
number of dollars that went out into 
the original authorization, and, of 
course, $500 million, I believe, that are 
in this particular appropriation. 

But I ask my colleagues to consider, 
if we are going to move, we have got to 
move on behalf of our soldiers and pro-
vide the resources for the Iraqi nation-
als to serve our military personnel for 
Iraq. 

Finally, my deepest respect and sym-
pathy to the family of Lt. Colonel Ter-
rence Crowe; and to Sgt. Villaboso, 
thank you for your commitment.

I rise today to support my Amendment to 
this Defense Appropriation bill, which in-
creases funding for training the Iraqi National 
Army by $500 million. This Amendment would 

double the amount of money appropriated for 
training the Iraqi National Army within the Iraq 
Freedom Fund. In addition, it will reinforce the 
point that the best way to get U.S. troops out 
of Iraq is to train the Iraqi troops to take care 
of their own nation. Clearly, more money is 
needed to not only train these inexperienced 
troops to defeat the insurgency, but also to 
pay troops to enlist in this new army despite 
the obvious danger they face. At this time of 
increased danger for our troops, this Amend-
ment reiterates the fact that we need to be 
transferring more responsibility upon the Iraqis 
to take care of their nation and develop a plan 
to remove our U.S. troops. 

Just last week a roadside bomb blast killed 
five U.S. Marines who were riding in a vehicle 
during a combat operation near Ramadi. On 
this very same day a suicide bombing at a 
restaurant on an Iraqi military base killed 23 
Iraqi soldiers and wounded 28 other people. 
Clearly, this war is not getting any easier; 
clearly our troops are still very much in dan-
ger. Our best solution is to train and supply 
the Iraqi National Army to beat back this insur-
gency and gain the trust of their people so 
that one day soon our troops can go home 
and the Iraqi National Army can bring peace 
and prosperity to Iraq. I know it sounds too 
simple, I but the truth is we have no other so-
lution, that is unless you believe our U.S. 
troops should be in Iraq indefinitely. There is 
an old saying that the best offense is a good 
defense and the best way to maintain that 
posture is to have a strong Iraqi National Army 
supplementing the heroic effort of our troops. 

The offset for this Amendment would come 
from missile-defense programs, which are ap-
propriated at a staggering $17.9 billion. Missile 
defense systems are not new; in fact they 
have been talked about, researched and test-
ed for decades. The sad truth is that missile 
defense systems have proven to be overly 
complex, unreliable, and often been little more 
than a pipe dream. Why in the world can’t we 
shift a little bit of this money to train the Iraqi 
National Army and relieve much of the burden 
on our own troops? This Amendment does not 
end research for missile-defense programs it 
simply pares it down slightly to offer hope for 
the Iraqi people that one day soon they can 
rule their own nation. 

The Congressional Budget Office has de-
clared that this Amendment not only does not 
increase revenues in this bill, but actually de-
creases outlays by $30 million. Right now 
there are 136,000 U.S. troops in Iraq and their 
mission is not getting any easier. The facts 
are plain, a total of 1,713 Americans including 
159 people from Texas alone have lost their 
lives since this War in Iraq began and more 
than 12,000 have been wounded in action. We 
must move to the obvious solution, that the 
Iraqi National Army must soon take over their 
own nation and provide for the protection of 
their people.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, we 
have said for the last year and a half, 
if you remember I said a year ago, we 
are not going to be able to prevail un-
less we get the Iraqis to take over the 
fighting themselves. 

Now, we put $5.7 billion in. I think we 
are going to consider a little bit later 

lifting the cap on the $500 million so it 
can be spent. So if the gentlewoman 
would withdraw this amendment, we 
will try to work this thing out. Be-
cause it is such a delicately balanced 
bill, if we go through a long harangue 
about something we are already trying 
to do; in other words, we put $5.7 bil-
lion in. We have $500 million in this 
bill. We just remove the limitation if 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
INSLEE) prevails. I think that will solve 
your problem. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the distinguished 
gentleman. As you well know, I hope-
fully will have three bites of the apple 
of working with you on the military 
pay, and, of course, I did not offer the 
amendment dealing with armor, and I 
want to thank you for the work that 
has been done with providing our sol-
diers the armor. 

Let me say that this is a passionate 
desire of many of my constituents, as 
well as the military families around 
America. I would very much like to, I 
hope I will have the opportunity, to 
work with the gentleman from Florida 
(Chairman YOUNG) as well. 

I would very much like to be con-
cretely, though not a member of your 
august body, the Committee on Appro-
priations, to at least try to get a slice, 
if we remove the cap, to increase the 
dollars, because leaving our soldiers 
bare like this, losing the senior advisor 
of the Iraqi forces is really devastating.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) for yield-
ing. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just hope that 
we can really focus on how we align the 
funds as well in training these Iraqi 
forces. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURTHA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing. 

I want to say to the gentlewoman 
that I agree with her and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
THA) that it is extremely important 
that we prepare the Iraqi security 
forces to meet their own responsibil-
ities so that we can bring our soldiers 
home. 

That is in the forefront of what we 
are doing. But, we have delicately writ-
ten this bill. And we will be very happy 
to work with gentlewoman as we go 
through the whole process. But, as I 
said earlier, we bring a bill that is $3.3 
billion less than the President re-
quested, and less than the budget reso-
lution provided for. So we had to bal-
ance. And we are very happy to work 
with the gentlewoman, because we un-
derstand the importance of getting the 
Iraqis ready to provide for their own 
security. 
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Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 

Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MURTHA. I yield to the gentle-

woman from Texas. 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 

Chairman, it is clear that I have joined 
a number of my colleagues in asking 
for soldiers to come home in the fall of 
2006. 

But I think the priority of my 
amendment, or at least the focus of my 
amendment today is, of course, the 
safety and security of our troops. I wel-
come both gentlemen. They are men of 
their word. I thank you very much. I 
would like to be able to pursue this 
with staff and with the committee. And 
I hope that the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. INSLEE) 
will be accepted, that we will have the 
opportunity to increase those numbers, 
because I think we owe it to the fami-
lies of Lieutenant Colonial Terrence 
Crowe and many others.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:

OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION, 
DEFENSE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the independent activities of 
the Director, Operational Test and Evalua-
tion, in the direction and supervision of 
operational test and evaluation, including 
initial operational test and evaluation which 
is conducted prior to, and in support of, pro-
duction decisions; joint operational testing 
and evaluation; and administrative expenses 
in connection therewith, $168,458,000, to re-
main available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2007. 

TITLE V 
REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS 

DEFENSE WORKING CAPITAL FUNDS 
For the Defense Working Capital Funds, 

$1,154,340,000.
NATIONAL DEFENSE SEALIFT FUND 

For National Defense Sealift Fund pro-
grams, projects, and activities, and for ex-
penses of the National Defense Reserve 
Fleet, as established by section 11 of the 
Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946 (50 U.S.C. 
App. 1744), and for the necessary expenses to 
maintain and preserve a U.S.-flag merchant 
fleet to serve the national security needs of 
the United States, $1,599,459,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That 
none of the funds provided in this paragraph 
shall be used to award a new contract that 
provides for the acquisition of any of the fol-
lowing major components unless such com-
ponents are manufactured in the United 
States: auxiliary equipment, including 
pumps, for all shipboard services; propulsion 
system components (that is; engines, reduc-
tion gears, and propellers); shipboard cranes; 
and spreaders for shipboard cranes: Provided 
further, That the exercise of an option in a 
contract awarded through the obligation of 
previously appropriated funds shall not be 
considered to be the award of a new contract: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of the 
military department responsible for such 
procurement may waive the restrictions in 
the first proviso on a case-by-case basis by 
certifying in writing to the Committees on 

Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate that adequate domestic 
supplies are not available to meet Depart-
ment of Defense requirements on a timely 
basis and that such an acquisition must be 
made in order to acquire capability for na-
tional security purposes. 

TITLE VI 

OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
PROGRAMS 

CHEMICAL AGENTS AND MUNITIONS 
DESTRUCTION, ARMY 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the destruction of the United 
States stockpile of lethal chemical agents 
and munitions in accordance with the provi-
sions of section 1412 of the Department of 
Defense Authorization Act, 1986 (50 U.S.C. 
1521), and for the destruction of other chem-
ical warfare materials that are not in the 
chemical weapon stockpile, $1,355,827,000, of 
which $1,191,514,000 shall be for Operation and 
maintenance; $116,527,000 shall be for Pro-
curement to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2008; $47,786,000 shall be for Re-
search, development, test and evaluation to 
remain available until September 30, 2007; 
and not less than $119,300,000 shall be for the 
Chemical Stockpile Emergency Preparedness 
Program, of which $36,800,000 shall be for ac-
tivities on military installations and 
$82,500,000 shall be to assist State and local 
governments. 

DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG 
ACTIVITIES, DEFENSE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For drug interdiction and counter-drug ac-
tivities of the Department of Defense, for 
transfer to appropriations available to the 
Department of Defense for military per-
sonnel of the reserve components serving 
under the provisions of title 10 and title 32, 
United States Code; for Operation and main-
tenance; for Procurement; and for Research, 
development, test and evaluation, 
$906,941,000: Provided, That the funds appro-
priated under this heading shall be available 
for obligation for the same time period and 
for the same purpose as the appropriation to 
which transferred: Provided further, That 
upon a determination that all or part of the 
funds transferred from this appropriation are 
not necessary for the purposes provided here-
in, such amounts may be transferred back to 
this appropriation: Provided further, That the 
transfer authority provided under this head-
ing is in addition to any other transfer au-
thority contained elsewhere in this Act. 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 

For expenses and activities of the Office of 
the Inspector General in carrying out the 
provisions of the Inspector General Act of 
1978, as amended, $209,687,000, of which 
$208,687,000 shall be for Operation and main-
tenance, of which not to exceed $700,000 is 
available for emergencies and extraordinary 
expenses to be expended on the approval or 
authority of the Inspector General, and pay-
ments may be made on the Inspector Gen-
eral’s certificate of necessity for confidential 
military purposes; and of which $1,000,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2008, 
shall be for Procurement. 

TITLE VII 

RELATED AGENCIES 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY RETIREMENT 
AND DISABILITY SYSTEM FUND 

For payment to the Central Intelligence 
Agency Retirement and Disability System 
Fund, to maintain the proper funding level 
for continuing the operation of the Central 
Intelligence Agency Retirement and Dis-
ability System, $244,600,000. 

INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT 
ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For necessary expenses of the Intelligence 

Community Management Account, 
$376,844,000 of which $27,454,000 for the Ad-
vanced Research and Development Com-
mittee shall remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2007: Provided, That of the funds 
appropriated under this heading, $39,000,000 
shall be transferred to the Department of 
Justice for the National Drug Intelligence 
Center to support the Department of De-
fense’s counter-drug intelligence responsibil-
ities, and of the said amount, $1,500,000 for 
Procurement shall remain available until 
September 30, 2008 and $1,000,000 for Re-
search, development, test and evaluation 
shall remain available until September 30, 
2007: Provided further, That the National 
Drug Intelligence Center shall maintain the 
personnel and technical resources to provide 
timely support to law enforcement authori-
ties and the intelligence community by con-
ducting document and computer exploitation 
of materials collected in Federal, State, and 
local law enforcement activity associated 
with counter-drug, counter-terrorism, and 
national security investigations and oper-
ations. 

TITLE VIII 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEC. 8001. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall be used for pub-
licity or propaganda purposes not authorized 
by the Congress. 

SEC. 8002. During the current fiscal year, 
provisions of law prohibiting the payment of 
compensation to, or employment of, any per-
son not a citizen of the United States shall 
not apply to personnel of the Department of 
Defense: Provided, That salary increases 
granted to direct and indirect hire foreign 
national employees of the Department of De-
fense funded by this Act shall not be at a 
rate in excess of the percentage increase au-
thorized by law for civilian employees of the 
Department of Defense whose pay is com-
puted under the provisions of section 5332 of 
title 5, United States Code, or at a rate in ex-
cess of the percentage increase provided by 
the appropriate host nation to its own em-
ployees, whichever is higher: Provided fur-
ther, That this section shall not apply to De-
partment of Defense foreign service national 
employees serving at United States diplo-
matic missions whose pay is set by the De-
partment of State under the Foreign Service 
Act of 1980: Provided further, That the limita-
tions of this provision shall not apply to for-
eign national employees of the Department 
of Defense in the Republic of Turkey. 

SEC. 8003. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall remain available 
for obligation beyond the current fiscal year, 
unless expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 8004. No more than 20 percent of the 
appropriations in this Act which are limited 
for obligation during the current fiscal year 
shall be obligated during the last 2 months of 
the fiscal year: Provided, That this section 
shall not apply to obligations for support of 
active duty training of reserve components 
or summer camp training of the Reserve Of-
ficers’ Training Corps. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8005. Upon determination by the Sec-

retary of Defense that such action is nec-
essary in the national interest, he may, with 
the approval of the Office of Management 
and Budget, transfer not to exceed 
$4,000,000,000 of working capital funds of the 
Department of Defense or funds made avail-
able in this Act to the Department of De-
fense for military functions (except military 
construction) between such appropriations 
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or funds or any subdivision thereof, to be 
merged with and to be available for the same 
purposes, and for the same time period, as 
the appropriation or fund to which trans-
ferred: Provided, That such authority to 
transfer may not be used unless for higher 
priority items, based on unforeseen military 
requirements, than those for which origi-
nally appropriated and in no case where the 
item for which funds are requested has been 
denied by the Congress: Provided further, 
That the Secretary of Defense shall notify 
the Congress promptly of all transfers made 
pursuant to this authority or any other au-
thority in this Act: Provided further, That no 
part of the funds in this Act shall be avail-
able to prepare or present a request to the 
Committees on Appropriations for re-
programming of funds, unless for higher pri-
ority items, based on unforeseen military re-
quirements, than those for which originally 
appropriated and in no case where the item 
for which reprogramming is requested has 
been denied by the Congress: Provided fur-
ther, That a request for multiple 
reprogrammings of funds using authority 
provided in this section must be made prior 
to June 30, 2006: Provided further, That trans-
fers among military personnel appropria-
tions shall not be taken into account for pur-
poses of the limitation on the amount of 
funds that may be transferred under this sec-
tion. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8006. During the current fiscal year, 

cash balances in working capital funds of the 
Department of Defense established pursuant 
to section 2208 of title 10, United States 
Code, may be maintained in only such 
amounts as are necessary at any time for 
cash disbursements to be made from such 
funds: Provided, That transfers may be made 
between such funds: Provided further, That 
transfers may be made between working cap-
ital funds and the ‘‘Foreign Currency Fluc-
tuations, Defense’’ appropriation and the 
‘‘Operation and Maintenance’’ appropriation 
accounts in such amounts as may be deter-
mined by the Secretary of Defense, with the 
approval of the Office of Management and 
Budget, except that such transfers may not 
be made unless the Secretary of Defense has 
notified the Congress of the proposed trans-
fer. Except in amounts equal to the amounts 
appropriated to working capital funds in this 
Act, no obligations may be made against a 
working capital fund to procure or increase 
the value of war reserve material inventory, 
unless the Secretary of Defense has notified 
the Congress prior to any such obligation. 

SEC. 8007. Funds appropriated by this Act 
may not be used to initiate a special access 
program without prior notification 30 cal-
endar days in session in advance to the con-
gressional defense committees. 

SEC. 8008. None of the funds provided in 
this Act shall be available to initiate: (1) a 
multiyear contract that employs economic 
order quantity procurement in excess of 
$20,000,000 in any 1 year of the contract or 
that includes an unfunded contingent liabil-
ity in excess of $20,000,000; or (2) a contract 
for advance procurement leading to a 
multiyear contract that employs economic 
order quantity procurement in excess of 
$20,000,000 in any 1 year, unless the congres-
sional defense committees have been notified 
at least 30 days in advance of the proposed 
contract award: Provided, That no part of 
any appropriation contained in this Act shall 
be available to initiate a multiyear contract 
for which the economic order quantity ad-
vance procurement is not funded at least to 
the limits of the Government’s liability: Pro-
vided further, That no part of any appropria-
tion contained in this Act shall be available 
to initiate multiyear procurement contracts 

for any systems or component thereof if the 
value of the multiyear contract would ex-
ceed $500,000,000 unless specifically provided 
in this Act: Provided further, That no 
multiyear procurement contract can be ter-
minated without 10-day prior notification to 
the congressional defense committees: Pro-
vided further, That the execution of 
multiyear authority shall require the use of 
a present value analysis to determine lowest 
cost compared to an annual procurement: 
Provided further, That none of the funds pro-
vided in this Act may be used for a 
multiyear contract executed after the date 
of the enactment of this Act unless in the 
case of any such contract—

(1) the Secretary of Defense has submitted 
to Congress a budget request for full funding 
of units to be procured through the contract; 

(2) cancellation provisions in the contract 
do not include consideration of recurring 
manufacturing costs of the contractor asso-
ciated with the production of unfunded units 
to be delivered under the contract; 

(3) the contract provides that payments to 
the contractor under the contract shall not 
be made in advance of incurred costs on 
funded units; and 

(4) the contract does not provide for a price 
adjustment based on a failure to award a fol-
low-on contract. 

Funds appropriated in title III of this Act 
may be used for a multiyear procurement 
contract as follows: 

UH–60/MH–60 Helicopters; 
Apache Block II Conversion; and 
Modernized Target Acquisition Designa-

tion Sight/Pilot Night Vision Sensor 
(MTADS/PNVS). 

SEC. 8009. Within the funds appropriated 
for the operation and maintenance of the 
Armed Forces, funds are hereby appropriated 
pursuant to section 401 of title 10, United 
States Code, for humanitarian and civic as-
sistance costs under chapter 20 of title 10, 
United States Code. Such funds may also be 
obligated for humanitarian and civic assist-
ance costs incidental to authorized oper-
ations and pursuant to authority granted in 
section 401 of chapter 20 of title 10, United 
States Code, and these obligations shall be 
reported as required by section 401(d) of title 
10, United States Code: Provided, That funds 
available for operation and maintenance 
shall be available for providing humani-
tarian and similar assistance by using Civic 
Action Teams in the Trust Territories of the 
Pacific Islands and freely associated states 
of Micronesia, pursuant to the Compact of 
Free Association as authorized by Public 
Law 99–239: Provided further, That upon a de-
termination by the Secretary of the Army 
that such action is beneficial for graduate 
medical education programs conducted at 
Army medical facilities located in Hawaii, 
the Secretary of the Army may authorize 
the provision of medical services at such fa-
cilities and transportation to such facilities, 
on a nonreimbursable basis, for civilian pa-
tients from American Samoa, the Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, the 
Marshall Islands, the Federated States of Mi-
cronesia, Palau, and Guam. 

SEC. 8010. (a) During fiscal year 2006, the ci-
vilian personnel of the Department of De-
fense may not be managed on the basis of 
any end-strength, and the management of 
such personnel during that fiscal year shall 
not be subject to any constraint or limita-
tion (known as an end-strength) on the num-
ber of such personnel who may be employed 
on the last day of such fiscal year. 

(b) The fiscal year 2007 budget request for 
the Department of Defense as well as all jus-
tification material and other documentation 
supporting the fiscal year 2007 Department of 
Defense budget request shall be prepared and 
submitted to the Congress as if subsections 

(a) and (b) of this provision were effective 
with regard to fiscal year 2007. 

(c) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to apply to military (civilian) techni-
cians. 

SEC. 8011. None of the funds appropriated in 
this or any other Act may be used to initiate 
a new installation overseas without 30-day 
advance notification to the Committees on 
Appropriations. 

SEC. 8012. None of the funds made available 
by this Act shall be used in any way, directly 
or indirectly, to influence congressional ac-
tion on any legislation or appropriation mat-
ters pending before the Congress. 

SEC. 8013. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be available for the basic 
pay and allowances of any member of the 
Army participating as a full-time student 
and receiving benefits paid by the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs from the Department of 
Defense Education Benefits Fund when time 
spent as a full-time student is credited to-
ward completion of a service commitment: 
Provided, That this subsection shall not 
apply to those members who have reenlisted 
with this option prior to October 1, 1987: Pro-
vided further, That this subsection applies 
only to active components of the Army. 

SEC. 8014. (a) LIMITATION ON CONVERSION TO 
CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE.—None of the 
funds appropriated by this Act shall be avail-
able to convert to contractor performance an 
activity or function of the Department of 
Defense that, on or after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, is performed by more 
than 10 Department of Defense civilian em-
ployees unless—

(1) the conversion is based on the result of 
a public-private competition that includes a 
most efficient and cost effective organiza-
tion plan developed by such activity or func-
tion; 

(2) the Competitive Sourcing Official deter-
mines that, over all performance periods 
stated in the solicitation of offers for per-
formance of the activity or function, the 
cost of performance of the activity or func-
tion by a contractor would be less costly to 
the Department of Defense by an amount 
that equals or exceeds the lesser of—

(A) 10 percent of the most efficient organi-
zation’s personnel-related costs for perform-
ance of that activity or function by Federal 
employees; or 

(B) $10,000,000; and 
(3) the contractor does not receive an ad-

vantage for a proposal that would reduce 
costs for the Department of Defense by—

(A) not making an employer-sponsored 
health insurance plan available to the work-
ers who are to be employed in the perform-
ance of that activity or function under the 
contract; or 

(B) offering to such workers an employer-
sponsored health benefits plan that requires 
the employer to contribute less towards the 
premium or subscription share than the 
amount that is paid by the Department of 
Defense for health benefits for civilian em-
ployees under chapter 89 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—
(1) The Department of Defense, without re-

gard to subsection (a) of this section or sub-
sections (a), (b), or (c) of section 2461 of title 
10, United States Code, and notwithstanding 
any administrative regulation, requirement, 
or policy to the contrary shall have full au-
thority to enter into a contract for the per-
formance of any commercial or industrial 
type function of the Department of Defense 
that—

(A) is included on the procurement list es-
tablished pursuant to section 2 of the Javits-
Wagner-O’Day Act (41 U.S.C. 47); 

(B) is planned to be converted to perform-
ance by a qualified nonprofit agency for the 
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blind or by a qualified nonprofit agency for 
other severely handicapped individuals in ac-
cordance with that Act; or 

(C) is planned to be converted to perform-
ance by a qualified firm under at least 51 per-
cent ownership by an Indian tribe, as defined 
in section 4(e) of the Indian Self-Determina-
tion and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 
450b(e)), or a Native Hawaiian Organization, 
as defined in section 8(a)(15) of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 637(a)(15)). 

(2) This section shall not apply to depot 
contracts or contracts for depot mainte-
nance as provided in sections 2469 and 2474 of 
title 10, United States Code. 

(c) TREATMENT OF CONVERSION.—The con-
version of any activity or function of the De-
partment of Defense under the authority 
provided by this section shall be credited to-
ward any competitive or outsourcing goal, 
target, or measurement that may be estab-
lished by statute, regulation, or policy and is 
deemed to be awarded under the authority 
of, and in compliance with, subsection (h) of 
section 2304 of title 10, United States Code, 
for the competition or outsourcing of com-
mercial activities. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8015. Funds appropriated in title III of 

this Act for the Department of Defense Pilot 
Mentor-Protege Program may be transferred 
to any other appropriation contained in this 
Act solely for the purpose of implementing a 
Mentor-Protege Program developmental as-
sistance agreement pursuant to section 831 
of the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 1991 (Public Law 101–510; 10 
U.S.C. 2302 note), as amended, under the au-
thority of this provision or any other trans-
fer authority contained in this Act. 

SEC. 8016. None of the funds in this Act 
may be available for the purchase by the De-
partment of Defense (and its departments 
and agencies) of welded shipboard anchor and 
mooring chain 4 inches in diameter and 
under unless the anchor and mooring chain 
are manufactured in the United States from 
components which are substantially manu-
factured in the United States: Provided, That 
for the purpose of this section manufactured 
will include cutting, heat treating, quality 
control, testing of chain and welding (includ-
ing the forging and shot blasting process): 
Provided further, That for the purpose of this 
section substantially all of the components 
of anchor and mooring chain shall be consid-
ered to be produced or manufactured in the 
United States if the aggregate cost of the 
components produced or manufactured in the 
United States exceeds the aggregate cost of 
the components produced or manufactured 
outside the United States: Provided further, 
That when adequate domestic supplies are 
not available to meet Department of Defense 
requirements on a timely basis, the Sec-
retary of the service responsible for the pro-
curement may waive this restriction on a 
case-by-case basis by certifying in writing to 
the Committees on Appropriations that such 
an acquisition must be made in order to ac-
quire capability for national security pur-
poses. 

SEC. 8017. None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense may be used to 
demilitarize or dispose of M–1 Carbines, M–1 
Garand rifles, M–14 rifles, .22 caliber rifles, 
.30 caliber rifles, or M–1911 pistols. 

SEC. 8018. No more than $500,000 of the 
funds appropriated or made available in this 
Act shall be used during a single fiscal year 
for any single relocation of an organization, 
unit, activity or function of the Department 
of Defense into or within the National Cap-
ital Region: Provided, That the Secretary of 
Defense may waive this restriction on a case-
by-case basis by certifying in writing to the 
congressional defense committees that such 

a relocation is required in the best interest 
of the Government. 

SEC. 8019. In addition to the funds provided 
elsewhere in this Act, $8,000,000 is appro-
priated only for incentive payments author-
ized by section 504 of the Indian Financing 
Act of 1974 (25 U.S.C. 1544): Provided, That a 
prime contractor or a subcontractor at any 
tier that makes a subcontract award to any 
subcontractor or supplier as defined in 25 
U.S.C. 1544 or a small business owned and 
controlled by an individual or individuals de-
fined under 25 U.S.C. 4221(9) shall be consid-
ered a contractor for the purposes of being 
allowed additional compensation under sec-
tion 504 of the Indian Financing Act of 1974 
(25 U.S.C. 1544) whenever the prime contract 
or subcontract amount is over $500,000 and 
involves the expenditure of funds appro-
priated by an Act making Appropriations for 
the Department of Defense with respect to 
any fiscal year: Provided further, That not-
withstanding 41 U.S.C. 430, this section shall 
be applicable to any Department of Defense 
acquisition of supplies or services, including 
any contract and any subcontract at any tier 
for acquisition of commercial items pro-
duced or manufactured, in whole or in part 
by any subcontractor or supplier defined in 
25 U.S.C. 1544 or a small business owned and 
controlled by an individual or individuals de-
fined under 25 U.S.C. 4221(9): Provided further, 
That businesses certified as 8(a) by the Small 
Business Administration pursuant to section 
8(a)(15) of Public Law 85–536, as amended, 
shall have the same status as other program 
participants under section 602 of Public Law 
100–656, 102 Stat. 3825 (Business Opportunity 
Development Reform Act of 1988) for pur-
poses of contracting with agencies of the De-
partment of Defense. 

SEC. 8020. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be available to perform any 
cost study pursuant to the provisions of OMB 
Circular A-76 if the study being performed 
exceeds a period of 24 months after initiation 
of such study with respect to a single func-
tion activity or 30 months after initiation of 
such study for a multi-function activity. 

SEC. 8021. Funds appropriated by this Act 
for the American Forces Information Service 
shall not be used for any national or inter-
national political or psychological activities. 

SEC. 8022. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law or regulation, the Secretary of 
Defense may adjust wage rates for civilian 
employees hired for certain health care occu-
pations as authorized for the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs by section 7455 of title 38, 
United States Code. 

SEC. 8023. During the current fiscal year, 
the Department of Defense is authorized to 
incur obligations of not to exceed $350,000,000 
for purposes specified in section 2350j(c) of 
title 10, United States Code, in anticipation 
of receipt of contributions, only from the 
Government of Kuwait, under that section: 
Provided, That upon receipt, such contribu-
tions from the Government of Kuwait shall 
be credited to the appropriations or fund 
which incurred such obligations. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8024. (a) Of the funds made available 

in this Act, not less than $33,767,000 shall be 
available for the Civil Air Patrol Corpora-
tion, of which—

(1) $24,376,000 shall be available from ‘‘Op-
eration and Maintenance, Air Force’’ to sup-
port Civil Air Patrol Corporation operation 
and maintenance, readiness, counterdrug ac-
tivities, and drug demand reduction activi-
ties involving youth programs; 

(2) $8,571,000 shall be available from ‘‘Air-
craft Procurement, Air Force’’; and 

(3) $820,000 shall be available from ‘‘Other 
Procurement, Air Force’’ for vehicle pro-
curement. 

(b) The Secretary of the Air Force should 
waive reimbursement for any funds used by 
the Civil Air Patrol for counter-drug activi-
ties in support of Federal, State, and local 
government agencies. 

SEC. 8025. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated in this Act are available to establish 
a new Department of Defense (department) 
federally funded research and development 
center (FFRDC), either as a new entity, or as 
a separate entity administrated by an orga-
nization managing another FFRDC, or as a 
nonprofit membership corporation con-
sisting of a consortium of other FFRDCs and 
other non-profit entities. 

(b) No member of a Board of Directors, 
Trustees, Overseers, Advisory Group, Special 
Issues Panel, Visiting Committee, or any 
similar entity of a defense FFRDC, and no 
paid consultant to any defense FFRDC, ex-
cept when acting in a technical advisory ca-
pacity, may be compensated for his or her 
services as a member of such entity, or as a 
paid consultant by more than one FFRDC in 
a fiscal year: Provided, That a member of any 
such entity referred to previously in this 
subsection shall be allowed travel expenses 
and per diem as authorized under the Federal 
Joint Travel Regulations, when engaged in 
the performance of membership duties. 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, none of the funds available to the de-
partment from any source during fiscal year 
2006 may be used by a defense FFRDC, 
through a fee or other payment mechanism, 
for construction of new buildings, for pay-
ment of cost sharing for projects funded by 
Government grants, for absorption of con-
tract overruns, or for certain charitable con-
tributions, not to include employee partici-
pation in community service and/or develop-
ment. 

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, of the funds available to the department 
during fiscal year 2006, not more than 5,537 
staff years of technical effort (staff years) 
may be funded for defense FFRDCs: Provided, 
That this subsection shall not apply to staff 
years funded in the National Intelligence 
Program. 

(e) The Secretary of Defense shall, with the 
submission of the department’s fiscal year 
2007 budget request, submit a report pre-
senting the specific amounts of staff years of 
technical effort to be allocated for each de-
fense FFRDC during that fiscal year. 

(f) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, the total amount appropriated in 
this Act for FFRDCs is hereby reduced by 
$40,000,000. 

SEC. 8026. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available in this Act shall be used to 
procure carbon, alloy or armor steel plate for 
use in any Government-owned facility or 
property under the control of the Depart-
ment of Defense which were not melted and 
rolled in the United States or Canada: Pro-
vided, That these procurement restrictions 
shall apply to any and all Federal Supply 
Class 9515, American Society of Testing and 
Materials (ASTM) or American Iron and 
Steel Institute (AISI) specifications of car-
bon, alloy or armor steel plate: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary of the military de-
partment responsible for the procurement 
may waive this restriction on a case-by-case 
basis by certifying in writing to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate that adequate 
domestic supplies are not available to meet 
Department of Defense requirements on a 
timely basis and that such an acquisition 
must be made in order to acquire capability 
for national security purposes: Provided fur-
ther, That these restrictions shall not apply 
to contracts which are in being as of the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 8027. For the purposes of this Act, the 
term ‘‘congressional defense committees’’ 
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means the Armed Services Committee of the 
House of Representatives, the Armed Serv-
ices Committee of the Senate, the Sub-
committee on Defense of the Committee on 
Appropriations of the Senate, and the Sub-
committee on Defense of the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives. 

SEC. 8028. During the current fiscal year, 
the Department of Defense may acquire the 
modification, depot maintenance and repair 
of aircraft, vehicles and vessels as well as the 
production of components and other Defense-
related articles, through competition be-
tween Department of Defense depot mainte-
nance activities and private firms: Provided, 
That the Senior Acquisition Executive of the 
military department or Defense Agency con-
cerned, with power of delegation, shall cer-
tify that successful bids include comparable 
estimates of all direct and indirect costs for 
both public and private bids: Provided further, 
That Office of Management and Budget Cir-
cular A-76 shall not apply to competitions 
conducted under this section. 

SEC. 8029. (a)(1) If the Secretary of Defense, 
after consultation with the United States 
Trade Representative, determines that a for-
eign country which is party to an agreement 
described in paragraph (2) has violated the 
terms of the agreement by discriminating 
against certain types of products produced in 
the United States that are covered by the 
agreement, the Secretary of Defense shall re-
scind the Secretary’s blanket waiver of the 
Buy American Act with respect to such 
types of products produced in that foreign 
country. 

(2) An agreement referred to in paragraph 
(1) is any reciprocal defense procurement 
memorandum of understanding, between the 
United States and a foreign country pursu-
ant to which the Secretary of Defense has 
prospectively waived the Buy American Act 
for certain products in that country. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall submit 
to the Congress a report on the amount of 
Department of Defense purchases from for-
eign entities in fiscal year 2006. Such report 
shall separately indicate the dollar value of 
items for which the Buy American Act was 
waived pursuant to any agreement described 
in subsection (a)(2), the Trade Agreement 
Act of 1979 (19 U.S.C. 2501 et seq.), or any 
international agreement to which the United 
States is a party. 

(c) For purposes of this section, the term 
‘‘Buy American Act’’ means title III of the 
Act entitled ‘‘An Act making appropriations 
for the Treasury and Post Office Depart-
ments for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1934, and for other purposes’’, approved 
March 3, 1933 (41 U.S.C. 10a et seq.). 

SEC. 8030. Appropriations contained in this 
Act that remain available at the end of the 
current fiscal year, and at the end of each 
fiscal year hereafter, as a result of energy 
cost savings realized by the Department of 
Defense shall remain available for obligation 
for the next fiscal year to the extent, and for 
the purposes, provided in section 2865 of title 
10, United States Code. 

SEC. 8031. The President shall include with 
each budget for a fiscal year submitted to 
the Congress under section 1105 of title 31, 
United States Code, materials that shall 
identify clearly and separately the amounts 
requested in the budget for appropriation for 
that fiscal year for salaries and expenses re-
lated to administrative activities of the De-
partment of Defense, the military depart-
ments, and the defense agencies. 

SEC. 8032. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds available during the cur-
rent fiscal year and hereafter for ‘‘Drug 
Interdiction and Counter-Drug Activities, 
Defense’’ may be obligated for the Young 
Marines program. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8033. During the current fiscal year, 
amounts contained in the Department of De-
fense Overseas Military Facility Investment 
Recovery Account established by section 
2921(c)(1) of the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act of 1991 (Public Law 101–510; 10 U.S.C. 
2687 note) shall be available until expended 
for the payments specified by section 
2921(c)(2) of that Act. 

SEC. 8034. (a) IN GENERAL.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Sec-
retary of the Air Force may convey at no 
cost to the Air Force, without consideration, 
to Indian tribes located in the States of 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, and 
Minnesota relocatable military housing 
units located at Grand Forks Air Force Base 
and Minot Air Force Base that are excess to 
the needs of the Air Force. 

(b) PROCESSING OF REQUESTS.—The Sec-
retary of the Air Force shall convey, at no 
cost to the Air Force, military housing units 
under subsection (a) in accordance with the 
request for such units that are submitted to 
the Secretary by the Operation Walking 
Shield Program on behalf of Indian tribes lo-
cated in the States of North Dakota, South 
Dakota, Montana, and Minnesota. 

(c) RESOLUTION OF HOUSING UNIT CON-
FLICTS.—The Operation Walking Shield Pro-
gram shall resolve any conflicts among re-
quests of Indian tribes for housing units 
under subsection (a) before submitting re-
quests to the Secretary of the Air Force 
under subsection (b). 

(d) INDIAN TRIBE DEFINED.—In this section, 
the term ‘‘Indian tribe’’ means any recog-
nized Indian tribe included on the current 
list published by the Secretary of the Inte-
rior under section 104 of the Federally Rec-
ognized Indian Tribe Act of 1994 (Public Law 
103–454; 108 Stat. 4792; 25 U.S.C. 479a–1). 

SEC. 8035. During the current fiscal year, 
appropriations which are available to the De-
partment of Defense for operation and main-
tenance may be used to purchase items hav-
ing an investment item unit cost of not more 
than $250,000. 

SEC. 8036. (a) During the current fiscal 
year, none of the appropriations or funds 
available to the Department of Defense 
Working Capital Funds shall be used for the 
purchase of an investment item for the pur-
pose of acquiring a new inventory item for 
sale or anticipated sale during the current 
fiscal year or a subsequent fiscal year to cus-
tomers of the Department of Defense Work-
ing Capital Funds if such an item would not 
have been chargeable to the Department of 
Defense Business Operations Fund during fis-
cal year 1994 and if the purchase of such an 
investment item would be chargeable during 
the current fiscal year to appropriations 
made to the Department of Defense for pro-
curement. 

(b) The fiscal year 2007 budget request for 
the Department of Defense as well as all jus-
tification material and other documentation 
supporting the fiscal year 2007 Department of 
Defense budget shall be prepared and sub-
mitted to the Congress on the basis that any 
equipment which was classified as an end 
item and funded in a procurement appropria-
tion contained in this Act shall be budgeted 
for in a proposed fiscal year 2007 procure-
ment appropriation and not in the supply 
management business area or any other area 
or category of the Department of Defense 
Working Capital Funds. 

SEC. 8037. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act for programs of the Central In-
telligence Agency shall remain available for 
obligation beyond the current fiscal year, ex-
cept for funds appropriated for the Reserve 
for Contingencies, which shall remain avail-
able until September 30, 2007: Provided, That 

funds appropriated, transferred, or otherwise 
credited to the Central Intelligence Agency 
Central Services Working Capital Fund dur-
ing this or any prior or subsequent fiscal 
year shall remain available until expended: 
Provided further, That any funds appropriated 
or transferred to the Central Intelligence 
Agency for advanced research and develop-
ment acquisition, for agent operations, and 
for covert action programs authorized by the 
President under section 503 of the National 
Security Act of 1947, as amended, shall re-
main available until September 30, 2007. 

SEC. 8038. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds made available in this 
Act for the Defense Intelligence Agency may 
be used for the design, development, and de-
ployment of General Defense Intelligence 
Program intelligence communications and 
intelligence information systems for the 
Services, the Unified and Specified Com-
mands, and the component commands. 

SEC. 8039. Of the funds appropriated to the 
Department of Defense under the heading 
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Defense-
Wide’’, not less than $10,000,000 shall be made 
available only for the mitigation of environ-
mental impacts, including training and tech-
nical assistance to tribes, related adminis-
trative support, the gathering of informa-
tion, documenting of environmental damage, 
and developing a system for prioritization of 
mitigation and cost to complete estimates 
for mitigation, on Indian lands resulting 
from Department of Defense activities. 

SEC. 8040. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated in this Act may be expended by an 
entity of the Department of Defense unless 
the entity, in expending the funds, complies 
with the Buy American Act. For purposes of 
this subsection, the term ‘‘Buy American 
Act’’ means title III of the Act entitled ‘‘An 
Act making appropriations for the Treasury 
and Post Office Departments for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1934, and for other pur-
poses’’, approved March 3, 1933 (41 U.S.C. 10a 
et seq.). 

(b) If the Secretary of Defense determines 
that a person has been convicted of inten-
tionally affixing a label bearing a ‘‘Made in 
America’’ inscription to any product sold in 
or shipped to the United States that is not 
made in America, the Secretary shall deter-
mine, in accordance with section 2410f of 
title 10, United States Code, whether the per-
son should be debarred from contracting 
with the Department of Defense. 

(c) In the case of any equipment or prod-
ucts purchased with appropriations provided 
under this Act, it is the sense of the Congress 
that any entity of the Department of De-
fense, in expending the appropriation, pur-
chase only American-made equipment and 
products, provided that American-made 
equipment and products are cost-competi-
tive, quality-competitive, and available in a 
timely fashion. 

SEC. 8041. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be available for a contract 
for studies, analysis, or consulting services 
entered into without competition on the 
basis of an unsolicited proposal unless the 
head of the activity responsible for the pro-
curement determines—

(1) as a result of thorough technical eval-
uation, only one source is found fully quali-
fied to perform the proposed work; 

(2) the purpose of the contract is to explore 
an unsolicited proposal which offers signifi-
cant scientific or technological promise, rep-
resents the product of original thinking, and 
was submitted in confidence by one source; 
or 

(3) the purpose of the contract is to take 
advantage of unique and significant indus-
trial accomplishment by a specific concern, 
or to insure that a new product or idea of a 
specific concern is given financial support: 

VerDate jul 14 2003 23:58 Jun 21, 2005 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00026 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A20JN7.023 H20PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4751June 20, 2005
Provided, That this limitation shall not 
apply to contracts in an amount of less than 
$25,000, contracts related to improvements of 
equipment that is in development or produc-
tion, or contracts as to which a civilian offi-
cial of the Department of Defense, who has 
been confirmed by the Senate, determines 
that the award of such contract is in the in-
terest of the national defense. 

SEC. 8042. (a) Except as provided in sub-
section (b) and (c), none of the funds made 
available by this Act may be used—

(1) to establish a field operating agency; or 
(2) to pay the basic pay of a member of the 

Armed Forces or civilian employee of the de-
partment who is transferred or reassigned 
from a headquarters activity if the member 
or employee’s place of duty remains at the 
location of that headquarters. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense or Secretary 
of a military department may waive the lim-
itations in subsection (a), on a case-by-case 
basis, if the Secretary determines, and cer-
tifies to the Committees on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives and Senate 
that the granting of the waiver will reduce 
the personnel requirements or the financial 
requirements of the department. 

(c) This section does not apply to field op-
erating agencies funded within the National 
Intelligence Program. 

SEC. 8043. The Secretary of Defense, acting 
through the Office of Economic Adjustment 
of the Department of Defense, may use funds 
made available in this Act under the heading 
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’ 
to make grants and supplement other Fed-
eral funds in accordance with the guidance 
provided in the report of the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives accompanying this Act, and the 
projects specified in such guidance shall be 
considered to be authorized by law. 

(RESCISSIONS) 
SEC. 8044. Of the funds appropriated in De-

partment of Defense Appropriations Acts, 
the following funds are hereby rescinded 
from the following accounts and programs in 
the specified amounts: 

‘‘Other Procurement, Army, 2005/2007’’, 
$60,500,000; 

‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy, 2005/
2011’’, $325,000,000; 

‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, 2005/
2007’’, $10,000,000; 

‘‘Other Procurement, Air Force, 2005/2007’’, 
$3,400,000; 

‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Army, 2005/2006’’, $21,600,000; 

‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Navy, 2005/2006’’, $5,100,000; 

‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Air Force, 2005/2006’’, $142,000,000; and 

‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Defense-Wide, 2005/2006’’, $65,950,000. 

SEC. 8045. None of the funds available in 
this Act may be used to reduce the author-
ized positions for military (civilian) techni-
cians of the Army National Guard, the Air 
National Guard, Army Reserve and Air Force 
Reserve for the purpose of applying any ad-
ministratively imposed civilian personnel 
ceiling, freeze, or reduction on military (ci-
vilian) technicians, unless such reductions 
are a direct result of a reduction in military 
force structure. 

SEC. 8046. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available in this Act may 
be obligated or expended for assistance to 
the Democratic People’s Republic of North 
Korea unless specifically appropriated for 
that purpose. 

SEC. 8047. Funds appropriated in this Act 
for operation and maintenance of the Mili-
tary Departments, Combatant Commands 
and Defense Agencies shall be available for 
reimbursement of pay, allowances and other 

expenses which would otherwise be incurred 
against appropriations for the National 
Guard and Reserve when members of the Na-
tional Guard and Reserve provide intel-
ligence or counterintelligence support to 
Combatant Commands, Defense Agencies and 
Joint Intelligence Activities, including the 
activities and programs included within the 
National Intelligence Program, the Joint 
Military Intelligence Program, and the Tac-
tical Intelligence and Related Activities ag-
gregate: Provided, That nothing in this sec-
tion authorizes deviation from established 
Reserve and National Guard personnel and 
training procedures. 

SEC. 8048. (a) None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense for any fiscal 
year for drug interdiction or counter-drug 
activities may be transferred to any other 
department or agency of the United States 
except as specifically provided in an appro-
priations law. 

(b) None of the funds available to the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency for any fiscal year 
for drug interdiction and counter-drug ac-
tivities may be transferred to any other de-
partment or agency of the United States ex-
cept as specifically provided in an appropria-
tions law. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8049. Appropriations available under 

the heading ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, 
Defense-Wide’’ for the current fiscal year and 
hereafter for increasing energy and water ef-
ficiency in Federal buildings may, during 
their period of availability, be transferred to 
other appropriations or funds of the Depart-
ment of Defense for projects related to in-
creasing energy and water efficiency, to be 
merged with and to be available for the same 
general purposes, and for the same time pe-
riod, as the appropriation or fund to which 
transferred. 

SEC. 8050. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act may be used for the procurement 
of ball and roller bearings other than those 
produced by a domestic source and of domes-
tic origin: Provided, That the Secretary of 
the military department responsible for such 
procurement may waive this restriction on a 
case-by-case basis by certifying in writing to 
the Committees on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate, 
that adequate domestic supplies are not 
available to meet Department of Defense re-
quirements on a timely basis and that such 
an acquisition must be made in order to ac-
quire capability for national security pur-
poses: Provided further, That this restriction 
shall not apply to the purchase of ‘‘commer-
cial items’’, as defined by section 4(12) of the 
Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act, 
except that the restriction shall apply to 
ball or roller bearings purchased as end 
items. 

SEC. 8051. None of the funds in this Act 
may be used to purchase any supercomputer 
which is not manufactured in the United 
States, unless the Secretary of Defense cer-
tifies to the congressional defense commit-
tees that such an acquisition must be made 
in order to acquire capability for national se-
curity purposes that is not available from 
United States manufacturers. 

SEC. 8052. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, each contract awarded by the 
Department of Defense during the current 
fiscal year for construction or service per-
formed in whole or in part in a State (as de-
fined in section 381(d) of title 10, United 
States Code) which is not contiguous with 
another State and has an unemployment 
rate in excess of the national average rate of 
unemployment as determined by the Sec-
retary of Labor, shall include a provision re-
quiring the contractor to employ, for the 
purpose of performing that portion of the 

contract in such State that is not contiguous 
with another State, individuals who are resi-
dents of such State and who, in the case of 
any craft or trade, possess or would be able 
to acquire promptly the necessary skills: 
Provided, That the Secretary of Defense may 
waive the requirements of this section, on a 
case-by-case basis, in the interest of national 
security. 

SEC. 8053. None of the funds made available 
in this or any other Act may be used to pay 
the salary of any officer or employee of the 
Department of Defense who approves or im-
plements the transfer of administrative re-
sponsibilities or budgetary resources of any 
program, project, or activity financed by 
this Act to the jurisdiction of another Fed-
eral agency not financed by this Act without 
the express authorization of Congress: Pro-
vided, That this limitation shall not apply to 
transfers of funds expressly provided for in 
Defense Appropriations Acts, or provisions of 
Acts providing supplemental appropriations 
for the Department of Defense. 

SEC. 8054. (a) LIMITATION ON TRANSFER OF 
DEFENSE ARTICLES AND SERVICES.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, none of 
the funds available to the Department of De-
fense for the current fiscal year may be obli-
gated or expended to transfer to another na-
tion or an international organization any de-
fense articles or services (other than intel-
ligence services) for use in the activities de-
scribed in subsection (b) unless the congres-
sional defense committees, the Committee 
on International Relations of the House of 
Representatives, and the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate are notified 15 
days in advance of such transfer. 

(b) COVERED ACTIVITIES.—This section ap-
plies to—

(1) any international peacekeeping or 
peace-enforcement operation under the au-
thority of chapter VI or chapter VII of the 
United Nations Charter under the authority 
of a United Nations Security Council resolu-
tion; and 

(2) any other international peacekeeping, 
peace-enforcement, or humanitarian assist-
ance operation. 

(c) REQUIRED NOTICE.—A notice under sub-
section (a) shall include the following: 

(1) A description of the equipment, sup-
plies, or services to be transferred. 

(2) A statement of the value of the equip-
ment, supplies, or services to be transferred. 

(3) In the case of a proposed transfer of 
equipment or supplies—

(A) a statement of whether the inventory 
requirements of all elements of the Armed 
Forces (including the reserve components) 
for the type of equipment or supplies to be 
transferred have been met; and 

(B) a statement of whether the items pro-
posed to be transferred will have to be re-
placed and, if so, how the President proposes 
to provide funds for such replacement. 

SEC. 8055. None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense under this Act 
shall be obligated or expended to pay a con-
tractor under a contract with the Depart-
ment of Defense for costs of any amount paid 
by the contractor to an employee when—

(1) such costs are for a bonus or otherwise 
in excess of the normal salary paid by the 
contractor to the employee; and 

(2) such bonus is part of restructuring costs 
associated with a business combination. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8056. During the current fiscal year, 
no more than $30,000,000 of appropriations 
made in this Act under the heading ‘‘Oper-
ation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’ may 
be transferred to appropriations available for 
the pay of military personnel, to be merged 
with, and to be available for the same time 
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period as the appropriations to which trans-
ferred, to be used in support of such per-
sonnel in connection with support and serv-
ices for eligible organizations and activities 
outside the Department of Defense pursuant 
to section 2012 of title 10, United States 
Code. 

SEC. 8057. During the current fiscal year, in 
the case of an appropriation account of the 
Department of Defense for which the period 
of availability for obligation has expired or 
which has closed under the provisions of sec-
tion 1552 of title 31, United States Code, and 
which has a negative unliquidated or unex-
pended balance, an obligation or an adjust-
ment of an obligation may be charged to any 
current appropriation account for the same 
purpose as the expired or closed account if—

(1) the obligation would have been properly 
chargeable (except as to amount) to the ex-
pired or closed account before the end of the 
period of availability or closing of that ac-
count; 

(2) the obligation is not otherwise properly 
chargeable to any current appropriation ac-
count of the Department of Defense; and 

(3) in the case of an expired account, the 
obligation is not chargeable to a current ap-
propriation of the Department of Defense 
under the provisions of section 1405(b)(8) of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1991, Public Law 101–510, as 
amended (31 U.S.C. 1551 note): Provided, That 
in the case of an expired account, if subse-
quent review or investigation discloses that 
there was not in fact a negative unliquidated 
or unexpended balance in the account, any 
charge to a current account under the au-
thority of this section shall be reversed and 
recorded against the expired account: Pro-
vided further, That the total amount charged 
to a current appropriation under this section 
may not exceed an amount equal to 1 percent 
of the total appropriation for that account. 

SEC. 8058. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Chief of the National 
Guard Bureau may permit the use of equip-
ment of the National Guard Distance Learn-
ing Project by any person or entity on a 
space-available, reimbursable basis. The 
Chief of the National Guard Bureau shall es-
tablish the amount of reimbursement for 
such use on a case-by-case basis. 

(b) Amounts collected under subsection (a) 
shall be credited to funds available for the 
National Guard Distance Learning Project 
and be available to defray the costs associ-
ated with the use of equipment of the project 
under that subsection. Such funds shall be 
available for such purposes without fiscal 
year limitation. 

SEC. 8059. Using funds available by this Act 
or any other Act, the Secretary of the Air 
Force, pursuant to a determination under 
section 2690 of title 10, United States Code, 
may implement cost-effective agreements 
for required heating facility modernization 
in the Kaiserslautern Military Community 
in the Federal Republic of Germany: Pro-
vided, That in the City of Kaiserslautern 
such agreements will include the use of 
United States anthracite as the base load en-
ergy for municipal district heat to the 
United States Defense installations: Provided 
further, That at Landstuhl Army Regional 
Medical Center and Ramstein Air Base, fur-
nished heat may be obtained from private, 
regional or municipal services, if provisions 
are included for the consideration of United 
States coal as an energy source. 

SEC. 8060. None of the funds appropriated in 
title IV of this Act may be used to procure 
end-items for delivery to military forces for 
operational training, operational use or in-
ventory requirements: Provided, That this re-
striction does not apply to end-items used in 
development, prototyping, and test activi-
ties preceding and leading to acceptance for 

operational use: Provided further, That this 
restriction does not apply to programs fund-
ed within the National Intelligence Program: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of De-
fense may waive this restriction on a case-
by-case basis by certifying in writing to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate that it is 
in the national security interest to do so. 

SEC. 8061. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to approve or license 
the sale of the F/A–22 advanced tactical 
fighter to any foreign government. 

SEC. 8062. (a) The Secretary of Defense 
may, on a case-by-case basis, waive with re-
spect to a foreign country each limitation on 
the procurement of defense items from for-
eign sources provided in law if the Secretary 
determines that the application of the limi-
tation with respect to that country would in-
validate cooperative programs entered into 
between the Department of Defense and the 
foreign country, or would invalidate recip-
rocal trade agreements for the procurement 
of defense items entered into under section 
2531 of title 10, United States Code, and the 
country does not discriminate against the 
same or similar defense items produced in 
the United States for that country. 

(b) Subsection (a) applies with respect to—
(1) contracts and subcontracts entered into 

on or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act; and 

(2) options for the procurement of items 
that are exercised after such date under con-
tracts that are entered into before such date 
if the option prices are adjusted for any rea-
son other than the application of a waiver 
granted under subsection (a). 

(c) Subsection (a) does not apply to a limi-
tation regarding construction of public ves-
sels, ball and roller bearings, food, and cloth-
ing or textile materials as defined by section 
11 (chapters 50–65) of the Harmonized Tariff 
Schedule and products classified under head-
ings 4010, 4202, 4203, 6401 through 6406, 6505, 
7019, 7218 through 7229, 7304.41 through 
7304.49, 7306.40, 7502 through 7508, 8105, 8108, 
8109, 8211, 8215, and 9404. 

SEC. 8063. (a) PROHIBITION.—None of the 
funds made available by this Act may be 
used to support any training program involv-
ing a unit of the security forces of a foreign 
country if the Secretary of Defense has re-
ceived credible information from the Depart-
ment of State that the unit has committed a 
gross violation of human rights, unless all 
necessary corrective steps have been taken. 

(b) MONITORING.—The Secretary of Defense, 
in consultation with the Secretary of State, 
shall ensure that prior to a decision to con-
duct any training program referred to in sub-
section (a), full consideration is given to all 
credible information available to the Depart-
ment of State relating to human rights vio-
lations by foreign security forces. 

(c) WAIVER.—The Secretary of Defense, 
after consultation with the Secretary of 
State, may waive the prohibition in sub-
section (a) if he determines that such waiver 
is required by extraordinary circumstances. 

(d) REPORT.—Not more than 15 days after 
the exercise of any waiver under subsection 
(c), the Secretary of Defense shall submit a 
report to the congressional defense commit-
tees describing the extraordinary cir-
cumstances, the purpose and duration of the 
training program, the United States forces 
and the foreign security forces involved in 
the training program, and the information 
relating to human rights violations that ne-
cessitates the waiver. 

SEC. 8064. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available in this Act to the Depart-
ment of the Navy shall be used to develop, 
lease or procure the T-AKE class of ships un-
less the main propulsion diesel engines and 
propulsors are manufactured in the United 

States by a domestically operated entity: 
Provided, That the Secretary of Defense may 
waive this restriction on a case-by-case basis 
by certifying in writing to the Committees 
on Appropriations of the House of Represent-
atives and the Senate that adequate domes-
tic supplies are not available to meet De-
partment of Defense requirements on a time-
ly basis and that such an acquisition must be 
made in order to acquire capability for na-
tional security purposes or there exists a sig-
nificant cost or quality difference. 

SEC. 8065. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this or other 
Department of Defense Appropriations Acts 
may be obligated or expended for the purpose 
of performing repairs or maintenance to 
military family housing units of the Depart-
ment of Defense, including areas in such 
military family housing units that may be 
used for the purpose of conducting official 
Department of Defense business. 

SEC. 8066. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds appropriated in this Act 
under the heading ‘‘Research, Development, 
Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide’’ for any 
new start advanced concept technology dem-
onstration project may only be obligated 30 
days after a report, including a description 
of the project, the planned acquisition and 
transition strategy and its estimated annual 
and total cost, has been provided in writing 
to the congressional defense committees: 
Provided, That the Secretary of Defense may 
waive this restriction on a case-by-case basis 
by certifying to the congressional defense 
committees that it is in the national inter-
est to do so. 

SEC. 8067. The Secretary of Defense shall 
provide a classified quarterly report to the 
House and Senate Appropriations Commit-
tees, Subcommittees on Defense on certain 
matters as directed in the classified annex 
accompanying this Act. 

SEC. 8068. During the current fiscal year, 
refunds attributable to the use of the Gov-
ernment travel card, refunds attributable to 
the use of the Government Purchase Card 
and refunds attributable to official Govern-
ment travel arranged by Government Con-
tracted Travel Management Centers may be 
credited to operation and maintenance, and 
research, development, test and evaluation 
accounts of the Department of Defense which 
are current when the refunds are received. 

SEC. 8069. (a) REGISTERING FINANCIAL MAN-
AGEMENT INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SYSTEMS 
WITH DOD CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER.—
None of the funds appropriated in this Act 
may be used for a mission critical or mission 
essential financial management information 
technology system (including a system fund-
ed by the defense working capital fund) that 
is not registered with the Chief Information 
Officer of the Department of Defense. A sys-
tem shall be considered to be registered with 
that officer upon the furnishing to that offi-
cer of notice of the system, together with 
such information concerning the system as 
the Secretary of Defense may prescribe. A fi-
nancial management information technology 
system shall be considered a mission critical 
or mission essential information technology 
system as defined by the Under Secretary of 
Defense (Comptroller). 

(b) CERTIFICATIONS AS TO COMPLIANCE WITH 
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT MODERNIZATION 
PLAN.—

(1) During the current fiscal year, a finan-
cial management automated information 
system, a mixed information system sup-
porting financial and non-financial systems, 
or a system improvement of more than 
$1,000,000 may not receive Milestone A ap-
proval, Milestone B approval, or full rate 
production, or their equivalent, within the 
Department of Defense until the Under Sec-
retary of Defense (Comptroller) certifies, 
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with respect to that milestone, that the sys-
tem is being developed and managed in ac-
cordance with the Department’s Financial 
Management Modernization Plan. The Under 
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) may re-
quire additional certifications, as appro-
priate, with respect to any such system. 

(2) The Chief Information Officer shall pro-
vide the congressional defense committees 
timely notification of certifications under 
paragraph (1). 

(c) CERTIFICATIONS AS TO COMPLIANCE WITH 
CLINGER-COHEN ACT.—

(1) During the current fiscal year, a major 
automated information system may not re-
ceive Milestone A approval, Milestone B ap-
proval, or full rate production approval, or 
their equivalent, within the Department of 
Defense until the Chief Information Officer 
certifies, with respect to that milestone, 
that the system is being developed in accord-
ance with the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 (40 
U.S.C. 1401 et seq.). The Chief Information 
Officer may require additional certifications, 
as appropriate, with respect to any such sys-
tem. 

(2) The Chief Information Officer shall pro-
vide the congressional defense committees 
timely notification of certifications under 
paragraph (1). Each such notification shall 
include, at a minimum, the funding baseline 
and milestone schedule for each system cov-
ered by such a certification and confirma-
tion that the following steps have been 
taken with respect to the system: 

(A) Business process reengineering. 
(B) An analysis of alternatives. 
(C) An economic analysis that includes a 

calculation of the return on investment. 
(D) Performance measures. 
(E) An information assurance strategy con-

sistent with the Department’s Global Infor-
mation Grid. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion: 

(1) The term ‘‘Chief Information Officer’’ 
means the senior official of the Department 
of Defense designated by the Secretary of 
Defense pursuant to section 3506 of title 44, 
United States Code. 

(2) The term ‘‘information technology sys-
tem’’ has the meaning given the term ‘‘infor-
mation technology’’ in section 5002 of the 
Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 (40 U.S.C. 1401). 

SEC. 8070. During the current fiscal year, 
none of the funds available to the Depart-
ment of Defense may be used to provide sup-
port to another department or agency of the 
United States if such department or agency 
is more than 90 days in arrears in making 
payment to the Department of Defense for 
goods or services previously provided to such 
department or agency on a reimbursable 
basis: Provided, That this restriction shall 
not apply if the department is authorized by 
law to provide support to such department or 
agency on a nonreimbursable basis, and is 
providing the requested support pursuant to 
such authority: Provided further, That the 
Secretary of Defense may waive this restric-
tion on a case-by-case basis by certifying in 
writing to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate that it is in the national security 
interest to do so. 

SEC. 8071. None of the funds provided in 
this Act may be used to transfer to any non-
governmental entity ammunition held by 
the Department of Defense that has a center-
fire cartridge and a United States military 
nomenclature designation of ‘‘armor pene-
trator’’, ‘‘armor piercing (AP)’’, ‘‘armor 
piercing incendiary (API)’’, or ‘‘armor-pierc-
ing incendiary-tracer (API–T)’’, except to an 
entity performing demilitarization services 
for the Department of Defense under a con-
tract that requires the entity to dem-
onstrate to the satisfaction of the Depart-

ment of Defense that armor piercing projec-
tiles are either: (1) rendered incapable of 
reuse by the demilitarization process; or (2) 
used to manufacture ammunition pursuant 
to a contract with the Department of De-
fense or the manufacture of ammunition for 
export pursuant to a License for Permanent 
Export of Unclassified Military Articles 
issued by the Department of State. 

SEC. 8072. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Chief of the National 
Guard Bureau, or his designee, may waive 
payment of all or part of the consideration 
that otherwise would be required under 10 
U.S.C. 2667, in the case of a lease of personal 
property for a period not in excess of 1 year 
to any organization specified in 32 U.S.C. 
508(d), or any other youth, social, or fra-
ternal non-profit organization as may be ap-
proved by the Chief of the National Guard 
Bureau, or his designee, on a case-by-case 
basis. 

SEC. 8073. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be used for the support of 
any nonappropriated funds activity of the 
Department of Defense that procures malt 
beverages and wine with nonappropriated 
funds for resale (including such alcoholic 
beverages sold by the drink) on a military 
installation located in the United States un-
less such malt beverages and wine are pro-
cured within that State, or in the case of the 
District of Columbia, within the District of 
Columbia, in which the military installation 
is located: Provided, That in a case in which 
the military installation is located in more 
than one State, purchases may be made in 
any State in which the installation is lo-
cated: Provided further, That such local pro-
curement requirements for malt beverages 
and wine shall apply to all alcoholic bev-
erages only for military installations in 
States which are not contiguous with an-
other State: Provided further, That alcoholic 
beverages other than wine and malt bev-
erages, in contiguous States and the District 
of Columbia shall be procured from the most 
competitive source, price and other factors 
considered. 

SEC. 8074. Funds available to the Depart-
ment of Defense for the Global Positioning 
System during the current fiscal year may 
be used to fund civil requirements associated 
with the satellite and ground control seg-
ments of such system’s modernization pro-
gram. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8075. (a) Of the amounts appropriated 

in this Act under the heading, ‘‘Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, Defense-
Wide’’, $90,000,000 shall remain available 
until expended: Provided, That notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Sec-
retary of Defense is authorized to transfer 
such funds to other activities of the Federal 
Government. 

(b) Of the amounts appropriated in this Act 
under the heading, ‘‘Operation and Mainte-
nance, Army’’, $147,900,000 shall remain 
available until expended: Provided, That not-
withstanding any other provision of law, the 
Secretary of Defense is authorized to trans-
fer such funds to other activities of the Fed-
eral Government: Provided further, That the 
Secretary of Defense is authorized to enter 
into and carry out contracts for the acquisi-
tion of real property, construction, personal 
services, and operations related to projects 
described in further detail in the Classified 
Annex accompanying the Department of De-
fense Appropriations Act, 2006, consistent 
with the terms and conditions set forth 
therein: Provided further, That contracts en-
tered into under the authority of this section 
may provide for such indemnification as the 
Secretary determines to be necessary: Pro-
vided further, That projects authorized by 

this section shall comply with applicable 
Federal, State, and local law to the max-
imum extent consistent with the national se-
curity, as determined by the Secretary of 
Defense. 

SEC. 8076. Section 8106 of the Department 
of Defense Appropriations Act, 1997 (titles I 
through VIII of the matter under subsection 
101(b) of Public Law 104–208; 110 Stat. 3009–
111; 10 U.S.C. 113 note) shall continue in ef-
fect to apply to disbursements that are made 
by the Department of Defense in fiscal year 
2006. 

SEC. 8077. In addition to amounts provided 
elsewhere in this Act, $2,500,000 is hereby ap-
propriated to the Department of Defense, to 
remain available for obligation until ex-
pended: Provided, That notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, these funds shall be 
available only for a grant to the Fisher 
House Foundation, Inc., only for the con-
struction and furnishing of additional Fisher 
Houses to meet the needs of military family 
members when confronted with the illness or 
hospitalization of an eligible military bene-
ficiary. 

SEC. 8078. Amounts appropriated in title II 
of this Act are hereby reduced by $264,630,000 
to reflect savings attributable to efficiencies 
and management improvements in the fund-
ing of miscellaneous or other contracts in 
the military departments, as follows: 

(1) From ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, 
Army’’, $12,734,000. 

(2) From ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, 
Navy’’, $91,725,000. 

(3) From ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Ma-
rine Corps’’, $1,870,000. 

(4) From ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Air 
Force’’, $158,301,000. 

SEC. 8079. The total amount appropriated 
or otherwise made available in this Act is 
hereby reduced by $167,000,000 to limit exces-
sive growth in the procurement of advisory 
and assistance services, to be distributed as 
follows: 

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army’’, 
$24,000,000; 

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Navy’’, 
$19,000,000; 

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Air Force’’, 
$74,000,000; and 

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Defense-
Wide’’, $50,000,000. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8080. Of the amounts appropriated in 

this Act under the heading ‘‘Research, Devel-
opment, Test and Evaluation, Defense-
Wide’’, $77,616,000 shall be made available for 
the Arrow missile defense program: Provided, 
That of this amount, $15,000,000 shall be 
available for the purpose of producing Arrow 
missile components in the United States and 
Arrow missile components and missiles in 
Israel to meet Israel’s defense requirements, 
consistent with each nation’s laws, regula-
tions and procedures: Provided further, That 
funds made available under this provision for 
production of missiles and missile compo-
nents may be transferred to appropriations 
available for the procurement of weapons 
and equipment, to be merged with and to be 
available for the same time period and the 
same purposes as the appropriation to which 
transferred: Provided further, That the trans-
fer authority provided under this provision is 
in addition to any other transfer authority 
contained in this Act. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8081. Of the amounts appropriated in 

this Act under the heading ‘‘Shipbuilding 
and Conversion, Navy’’, $394,523,000 shall be 
available until September 30, 2006, to fund 
prior year shipbuilding cost increases: Pro-
vided, That upon enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of the Navy shall transfer such 
funds to the following appropriations in the 
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amounts specified: Provided further, That the 
amounts transferred shall be merged with 
and be available for the same purposes as the 
appropriations to which transferred: 

To: Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and 
Conversion, Navy, 1998/2007’’: 

NSSN, $28,000,000. 
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1999/2009’’: 
LPD–17 Amphibious Transport Dock Ship, 

$25,000,000; and 
NSSN, $72,000,000. 
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 2000/2009’’: 
LPD–17 Amphibious Transport Dock Ship, 

$41,800,000. 
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 2001/2007’’: 
Carrier Replacement Program, $145,023,000; 

and 
NSSN, $82,700,000. 
SEC. 8082. The Secretary of the Navy may 

settle, or compromise, and pay any and all 
admiralty claims under 10 U.S.C. 7622 arising 
out of the collision involving the U.S.S. 
GREENEVILLE and the EHIME MARU, in 
any amount and without regard to the mone-
tary limitations in subsections (a) and (b) of 
that section: Provided, That such payments 
shall be made from funds available to the 
Department of the Navy for operation and 
maintenance. 

SEC. 8083. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law or regulation, the Secretary of 
Defense may exercise the provisions of 38 
U.S.C. 7403(g) for occupations listed in 38 
U.S.C. 7403(a)(2) as well as the following: 

Pharmacists, Audiologists, and Dental Hy-
gienists. 

(A) The requirements of 38 U.S.C. 
7403(g)(1)(A) shall apply. 

(B) The limitations of 38 U.S.C. 
7403(g)(1)(B) shall not apply. 

SEC. 8084. Funds appropriated by this Act, 
or made available by the transfer of funds in 
this Act, for intelligence activities are 
deemed to be specifically authorized by the 
Congress for purposes of section 504 of the 
National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 414) 
during fiscal year 2006 until the enactment of 
the Intelligence Authorization Act for fiscal 
year 2006. 

SEC. 8085. None of the funds in this Act 
may be used to initiate a new start program 
without prior written notification to the Of-
fice of Secretary of Defense and the congres-
sional defense committees. 

SEC. 8086. The amounts appropriated in 
title II of this Act are hereby reduced by 
$250,000,000 to reflect cash balance and rate 
stabilization adjustments in Department of 
Defense Working Capital Funds, as follows: 

(1) From ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, 
Army’’, $107,000,000. 

(2) From ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Air 
Force’’, $143,000,000. 

SEC. 8087. (a) In addition to the amounts 
provided elsewhere in this Act, the amount 
of $6,000,000 is hereby appropriated to the De-
partment of Defense for ‘‘Operation and 
Maintenance, Army National Guard’’. Such 
amount shall be made available to the Sec-
retary of the Army only to make a grant in 
the amount of $6,000,000 to the entity speci-
fied in subsection (b) to facilitate access by 
veterans to opportunities for skilled employ-
ment in the construction industry. 

(b) The entity referred to in subsection (a) 
is the Center for Military Recruitment, As-
sessment and Veterans Employment, a non-
profit labor-management co-operation com-
mittee provided for by section 302(c)(9) of the 
Labor-Management Relations Act, 1947 (29 
U.S.C. 186(c)(9)), for the purposes set forth in 
section 6(b) of the Labor Management Co-
operation Act of 1978 (29 U.S.C. 175a note). 

SEC. 8088. FINANCING AND FIELDING OF KEY 
ARMY CAPABILITIES.—The Department of De-

fense and the Department of the Army shall 
make future budgetary and programming 
plans to fully finance the Non-Line of Sight 
Future Force cannon and resupply vehicle 
program (NLOS–C) in order to field this sys-
tem in fiscal year 2010, consistent with the 
broader plan to field the Future Combat Sys-
tem (FCS) in fiscal year 2010: Provided, That 
if the Army is precluded from fielding the 
FCS program by fiscal year 2010, then the 
Army shall develop the NLOS–C independent 
of the broader FCS development timeline to 
achieve fielding by fiscal year 2010. In addi-
tion the Army will deliver eight (8) combat 
operational pre-production NLOS–C systems 
by the end of calendar year 2008. These sys-
tems shall be in addition to those systems 
necessary for developmental and operational 
testing: Provided further, That the Army 
shall ensure that budgetary and pro-
grammatic plans will provide for no fewer 
than seven (7) Stryker Brigade Combat 
Teams. 

SEC. 8089. In addition to the amounts ap-
propriated or otherwise made available else-
where in this Act, $14,400,000 is hereby appro-
priated to the Department of Defense, to re-
main available until September 30, 2006: Pro-
vided, That the Secretary of Defense shall 
make grants in the amounts specified as fol-
lows: $4,500,000 to the Intrepid Sea-Air-Space 
Foundation; $1,000,000 to the Pentagon Me-
morial Fund, Inc.; $4,400,000 to the Center for 
Applied Science and Technologies at Jordan 
Valley Innovation Center; $1,000,000 to the 
Vietnam Veterans Memorial Fund for the 
Teach Vietnam initiative; $500,000 for the 
Westchester County World Trade Center Me-
morial; $1,000,000 for the Women in Military 
Service for America Memorial Foundation; 
and $2,000,000 to the Presidio Trust. 

SEC. 8090. None of the funds appropriated in 
this Act under the heading ‘‘Overseas Con-
tingency Operations Transfer Account’’ may 
be transferred or obligated for Department of 
Defense expenses not directly related to the 
conduct of overseas contingencies: Provided, 
That the Secretary of Defense shall submit a 
report no later than 30 days after the end of 
each fiscal quarter to the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives that details any transfer of 
funds from the ‘‘Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations Transfer Account’’: Provided further, 
That the report shall explain any transfer 
for the maintenance of real property, pay of 
civilian personnel, base operations support, 
and weapon, vehicle or equipment mainte-
nance. 

SEC. 8091. For purposes of section 1553(b) of 
title 31, United States Code, any subdivision 
of appropriations made in this Act under the 
heading ‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, 
Navy’’ shall be considered to be for the same 
purpose as any subdivision under the heading 
‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy’’ appro-
priations in any prior fiscal year, and the 1 
percent limitation shall apply to the total 
amount of the appropriation. 

SEC. 8092. The budget of the President for 
fiscal year 2007 submitted to the Congress 
pursuant to section 1105 of title 31, United 
States Code shall include separate budget 
justification documents for costs of United 
States Armed Forces’ participation in con-
tingency operations for the Military Per-
sonnel accounts, the Operation and Mainte-
nance accounts, and the Procurement ac-
counts: Provided, That these documents shall 
include a description of the funding re-
quested for each contingency operation, for 
each military service, to include all Active 
and Reserve components, and for each appro-
priations account: Provided further, That 
these documents shall include estimated 
costs for each element of expense or object 
class, a reconciliation of increases and de-
creases for each contingency operation, and 

programmatic data including, but not lim-
ited to, troop strength for each Active and 
Reserve component, and estimates of the 
major weapons systems deployed in support 
of each contingency: Provided further, That 
these documents shall include budget exhib-
its OP–5 and OP–32 (as defined in the Depart-
ment of Defense Financial Management Reg-
ulation) for all contingency operations for 
the budget year and the two preceding fiscal 
years. 

SEC. 8093. None of the funds in this Act 
may be used for research, development, test, 
evaluation, procurement or deployment of 
nuclear armed interceptors of a missile de-
fense system. 

SEC. 8094. Of the amounts provided in title 
II of this Act under the heading, ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’, $20,000,000 
is available for the Regional Defense 
Counter-terrorism Fellowship Program, to 
fund the education and training of foreign 
military officers, ministry of defense civil-
ians, and other foreign security officials, to 
include United States military officers and 
civilian officials whose participation directly 
contributes to the education and training of 
these foreign students. 

SEC. 8095. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available in this Act shall be used to 
reduce or disestablish the operation of the 
53rd Weather Reconnaissance Squadron of 
the Air Force Reserve, if such action would 
reduce the WC–130 Weather Reconnaissance 
mission below the levels funded in this Act: 
Provided, That the Air Force shall allow the 
53rd Weather Reconnaissance Squadron to 
perform other missions in support of na-
tional defense requirements during the non-
hurricane season. 

SEC. 8096. None of the funds provided in 
this Act shall be available for integration of 
foreign intelligence information unless the 
information has been lawfully collected and 
processed during the conduct of authorized 
foreign intelligence activities: Provided, That 
information pertaining to United States per-
sons shall only be handled in accordance 
with protections provided in the Fourth 
Amendment of the United States Constitu-
tion as implemented through Executive 
Order No. 12333. 

SEC. 8097. (a) From within amounts made 
available in title II of this Act under the 
heading ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, 
Army’’ $4,500,000 is only for an additional 
amount for the project for which funds were 
appropriated in section 8103 of Public Law 
106–79, for the same purposes, which shall re-
main available until expended: Provided, 
That no funds in this or any other Act, nor 
non-appropriated funds, may be used to oper-
ate recreational facilities (such as the offi-
cers club, golf course, or bowling alleys) at 
Ft. Irwin, California, if such facilities pro-
vide services to Army officers of the grade O–
7 or higher, until such time as the project in 
the previous proviso has been fully com-
pleted. 

(b) From within amounts made available 
in title II of this Act under the heading ‘‘Op-
eration and Maintenance, Marine Corps’’, the 
Secretary of the Navy shall make a grant in 
the amount of $2,000,000, notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, to the City of 
Twentynine Palms, California, for the wid-
ening of off-base Adobe Road, which is used 
by members of the Marine Corps stationed at 
the Marine Corps Air Ground Task Force 
Training Center, Twentynine Palms, Cali-
fornia, and their dependents, and for con-
struction of pedestrian and bike lanes for the 
road, to provide for the safety of the Marines 
stationed at the installation. 

SEC. 8098. (a) At the time members of re-
serve components of the Armed Forces are 
called or ordered to active duty under sec-
tion 12302(a) of title 10, United States Code, 
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each member shall be notified in writing of 
the expected period during which the mem-
ber will be mobilized. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense may waive 
the requirements of subsection (a) in any 
case in which the Secretary determines that 
it is necessary to do so to respond to a na-
tional security emergency or to meet dire 
operational requirements of the Armed 
Forces. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8099. The Secretary of the Navy may 

transfer funds from any available Depart-
ment of the Navy appropriation to any avail-
able Navy ship construction appropriation 
for the purpose of liquidating necessary 
changes resulting from inflation, market 
fluctuations, or rate adjustments for any 
ship construction program appropriated in 
law: Provided, That the Secretary may trans-
fer not to exceed $100,000,000 under the au-
thority provided by this section: Provided 
further, That the funding transferred shall be 
available for the same time period as the ap-
propriation to which transferred: Provided 
further, That the Secretary may not transfer 
any funds until 30 days after the proposed 
transfer has been reported to the Committee 
on Appropriations of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives, unless sooner noti-
fied by the Committees that there is no ob-
jection to the proposed transfer: Provided fur-
ther, That the transfer authority provided by 
this section is in addition to any other trans-
fer authority contained elsewhere in this 
Act. 

SEC. 8100. (a) The total amount appro-
priated or otherwise made available in title 
II of this Act is hereby reduced by $147,000,000 
to limit excessive growth in the travel and 
transportation of persons. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall allocate 
this reduction proportionately to each budg-
et activity, activity group, subactivity 
group, and each program, project, and activ-
ity within each applicable appropriation ac-
count. 

SEC. 8101. Of the funds appropriated or oth-
erwise made available in this Act, a reduc-
tion of $176,500,000 is hereby taken from title 
III, Procurement, from the following ac-
counts in the specified amounts: 

‘‘Missile Procurement, Army’’, $9,000,000; 
‘‘Other Procurement, Army’’, $112,500,000; 

and 
‘‘Procurement, Marine Corps’’, $55,000,000: 
Provided: That within 30 days of enactment 

of this Act, the Secretary of the Army and 
the Secretary of the Navy shall provide a re-
port to the House Committee on Appropria-
tions and the Senate Committee on Appro-
priations which describes the application of 
these reductions to programs, projects or ac-
tivities within these accounts. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8102. (a) THREE-YEAR EXTENSION.—

During the current fiscal year and each of 
fiscal years 2007 and 2008, the Secretary of 
Defense may transfer not more than 
$20,000,000 of unobligated balances remaining 
in the expiring RDT&E, Army, appropriation 
account to a current Research, Development, 
Test and Evaluation, Army, appropriation 
account to be used only for the continuation 
of the Army Venture Capital Fund dem-
onstration. 

(b) EXPIRING RDT&E, ARMY, ACCOUNT.—
For purposes of this section, for any fiscal 
year, the expiring RDT&E, Army, account is 
the Research, Development, Test and Eval-
uation, Army, appropriation account that is 
then in its last fiscal year of availability for 
obligation before the account closes under 
section 1552 of title 31, United States Code. 

(c) ARMY VENTURE CAPITAL FUND DEM-
ONSTRATION.—For purposes of this section, 
the Army Venture Capital Fund demonstra-

tion is the program for which funds were ini-
tially provided in section 8150 of the Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations Act, 2002 (di-
vision A of Public Law 107–117; 115 Stat. 
2281), as extended and revised in section 8105 
of Department of Defense Appropriations 
Act, 2003 (Public Law 107–248; 116 Stat. 1562). 

(d) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.—The pro-
visos in section 8105 of the Department of 
Defense Appropriations Act, 2003 (Public Law 
107–248; 116 Stat. 1562), shall apply with re-
spect to amounts transferred under this sec-
tion in the same manner as to amounts 
transferred under that section. 

TITLE IX—ADDITIONAL 
APPROPRIATIONS 

MILITARY PERSONNEL 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military 
Personnel, Army’’, $5,877,400,000: Provided, 
That the amount provided under this head-
ing is designated as making appropriations 
for contingency operations related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis-
cal year 2006. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military 
Personnel, Navy’’, $282,000,000: Provided, That 
the amount provided under this heading is 
designated as making appropriations for con-
tingency operations related to the global war 
on terrorism pursuant to section 402 of H. 
Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2006. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military 
Personnel, Marine Corps’’, $667,800,000: Pro-
vided, That the amount provided under this 
heading is designated as making appropria-
tions for contingency operations related to 
the global war on terrorism pursuant to sec-
tion 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), 
the concurrent resolution on the budget for 
fiscal year 2006. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military 
Personnel, Air Force’’, $982,800,000: Provided, 
That the amount provided under this head-
ing is designated as making appropriations 
for contingency operations related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis-
cal year 2006. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve 
Personnel, Army’’, $138,755,000: Provided, 
That the amount provided under this head-
ing is designated as making appropriations 
for contingency operations related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis-
cal year 2006. 

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘National 
Guard Personnel, Army’’, $67,000,000: Pro-
vided, That the amount provided under this 
heading is designated as making appropria-
tions for contingency operations related to 
the global war on terrorism pursuant to sec-
tion 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), 
the concurrent resolution on the budget for 
fiscal year 2006. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Army’’, $20,398,450,000: Pro-
vided, That the amount provided under this 
heading is designated as making appropria-
tions for contingency operations related to 

the global war on terrorism pursuant to sec-
tion 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), 
the concurrent resolution on the budget for 
fiscal year 2006. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 

and Maintenance, Navy’’, $1,907,800,000: Pro-
vided, That the amount provided under this 
heading is designated as making appropria-
tions for contingency operations related to 
the global war on terrorism pursuant to sec-
tion 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), 
the concurrent resolution on the budget for 
fiscal year 2006. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Marine Corps’’, 
$1,827,150,000: Provided, That the amount pro-
vided under this heading is designated as 
making appropriations for contingency oper-
ations related to the global war on terrorism 
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2006. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 

and Maintenance, Air Force’’, $3,559,900,000: 
Provided, That the amount provided under 
this heading is designated as making appro-
priations for contingency operations related 
to the global war on terrorism pursuant to 
section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Con-
gress), the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for fiscal year 2006. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’, 
$826,000,000: Provided, That the amount pro-
vided under this heading is designated as 
making appropriations for contingency oper-
ations related to the global war on terrorism 
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2006. 

IRAQ FREEDOM FUND 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Iraq Free-
dom Fund’’, $3,500,000,000, to remain avail-
able for transfer until September 30, 2007, 
only to support operations in Iraq or Afghan-
istan and classified activities: Provided, That 
the Secretary of Defense may transfer the 
funds provided herein to appropriations for 
military personnel; operation and mainte-
nance; Overseas Humanitarian, Disaster, and 
Civic Aid; procurement; research, develop-
ment, test and evaluation; and working cap-
ital funds: Provided further, That of the 
amounts provided under this heading, not 
less than $2,500,000,000 shall be for classified 
programs, which shall be in addition to 
amounts provided for elsewhere in this Act: 
Provided further, That funds transferred shall 
be merged with and be available for the same 
purposes and for the same time period as the 
appropriation or fund to which transferred: 
Provided further, That this transfer authority 
is in addition to any other transfer authority 
available to the Department of Defense: Pro-
vided further, That upon a determination 
that all or part of the funds transferred from 
this appropriation are not necessary for the 
purposes provided herein, such amounts may 
be transferred back to this appropriation: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of De-
fense shall, not fewer than 5 days prior to 
making transfers from this appropriation, 
notify the congressional defense committees 
in writing of the details of any such transfer: 
Provided further, That the Secretary shall 
submit a report no later than 30 days after 
the end of each fiscal quarter to the congres-
sional defense committees summarizing the 
details of the transfer of funds from this ap-
propriation: Provided further, That the 
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amount provided under this heading is des-
ignated as making appropriations for contin-
gency operations related to the global war 
on terrorism pursuant to section 402 of H. 
Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2006. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
RESERVE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Army Reserve’’, 
$35,700,000: Provided, That the amount pro-
vided under this heading is designated as 
making appropriations for contingency oper-
ations related to the global war on terrorism 
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2006. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 

RESERVE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 

and Maintenance, Marine Corps Reserve’’, 
$23,950,000: Provided, That the amount pro-
vided under this heading is designated as 
making appropriations for contingency oper-
ations related to the global war on terrorism 
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2006. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
NATIONAL GUARD 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Army National Guard’’, 
$159,500,000: Provided, That the amount pro-
vided under this heading is designated as 
making appropriations for contingency oper-
ations related to the global war on terrorism 
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2006. 

PROCUREMENT 
PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 

COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure-

ment of Weapons and Tracked Combat Vehi-
cles, Army’’, $455,427,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2008: Provided, That the 
amount provided under this heading is des-
ignated as making appropriations for contin-
gency operations related to the global war 
on terrorism pursuant to section 402 of H. 
Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2006. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure-

ment of Ammunition, Army’’, $13,900,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2008: 
Provided, That the amount provided under 
this heading is designated as making appro-
priations for contingency operations related 
to the global war on terrorism pursuant to 
section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Con-
gress), the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for fiscal year 2006. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Other Pro-

curement, Army’’, $1,501,270,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2008: Provided, 
That of the amount provided in this para-
graph, not less than $200,370,000 shall be 
available only for the Army Reserve: Pro-
vided further, That the amount provided 
under this heading is designated as making 
appropriations for contingency operations 
related to the global war on terrorism pursu-
ant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th 
Congress), the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for fiscal year 2006. 

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Weapons 

Procurement, Navy’’, $81,696,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2008: Provided, 
That the amount provided under this head-
ing is designated as making appropriations 
for contingency operations related to the 

global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis-
cal year 2006. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, NAVY AND 
MARINE CORPS 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure-
ment of Ammunition, Navy and Marine 
Corps’’, $144,721,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2008: Provided, That the 
amount provided under this heading is des-
ignated as making appropriations for contin-
gency operations related to the global war 
on terrorism pursuant to section 402 of H. 
Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2006. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Other Pro-

curement, Navy’’, $48,800,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2008: Provided, 
That the amount provided under this head-
ing is designated as making appropriations 
for contingency operations related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis-
cal year 2006. 

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure-

ment, Marine Corps’’, $389,900,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2008: Provided, 
That the amount provided under this head-
ing is designated as making appropriations 
for contingency operations related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis-
cal year 2006. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Aircraft 

Procurement, Air Force’’, $115,300,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2008: Pro-
vided, That the amount provided under this 
heading is designated as making appropria-
tions for contingency operations related to 
the global war on terrorism pursuant to sec-
tion 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), 
the concurrent resolution on the budget for 
fiscal year 2006. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Other Pro-

curement, Air Force’’, $2,400,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2008: Provided, 
That the amount provided under this head-
ing is designated as making appropriations 
for contingency operations related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis-
cal year 2006. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure-

ment, Defense-Wide’’, $103,900,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2008: Provided, 
That the amount provided under this head-
ing is designated as making appropriations 
for contingency operations related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis-
cal year 2006. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, Navy’’, 
$13,100,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2007: Provided, That the amount 
provided under this heading is designated as 
making appropriations for contingency oper-
ations related to the global war on terrorism 
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2006. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, Defense-
Wide’’, $75,000,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2007: Provided, That the 
amount provided under this heading is des-
ignated as making appropriations for contin-
gency operations related to the global war 
on terrorism pursuant to section 402 of H. 
Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2006. 
REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS 

DEFENSE WORKING CAPITAL FUNDS 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Defense 

Working Capital Funds’’, $2,055,000,000: Pro-
vided, That the amount provided under this 
heading is designated as making appropria-
tions for contingency operations related to 
the global war on terrorism pursuant to sec-
tion 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), 
the concurrent resolution on the budget for 
fiscal year 2006. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS, TITLE IX 
SEC. 9001. Appropriations provided in this 

title are available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2006, unless otherwise so provided 
in this title. 

SEC. 9002. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law or of this Act, funds made 
available in this title are in addition to 
amounts provided elsewhere in this Act. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 9003. Upon his determination that 

such action is necessary in the national in-
terest, the Secretary of Defense may transfer 
between appropriations up to $2,500,000,000 of 
the funds made available to the Department 
of Defense in this title: Provided, That the 
Secretary shall notify the Congress promptly 
of each transfer made pursuant to the au-
thority in this section: Provided further, That 
the authority provided in this section is in 
addition to any other transfer authority 
available to the Department of Defense and 
is subject to the same terms and conditions 
as the authority provided in section 8005 of 
this Act: Provided further, That the amounts 
transferred under the authority of this sec-
tion are designated as making appropria-
tions for contingency operations related to 
the global war on terrorism pursuant to sec-
tion 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), 
the concurrent resolution on the budget for 
fiscal year 2006. 

SEC. 9004. Funds appropriated in this title, 
or made available by the transfer of funds in 
or pursuant to this title, for intelligence ac-
tivities are deemed to be specifically author-
ized by the Congress for purposes of section 
504 of the National Security Act of 1947 (50 
U.S.C. 414) during fiscal year 2006 until the 
enactment of the Intelligence Authorization 
Act for fiscal year 2006. 

SEC. 9005. None of the funds provided in 
this title may be used to finance programs or 
activities denied by Congress in fiscal years 
2005 or 2006 appropriations to the Depart-
ment of Defense or to initiate a procurement 
or research, development, test and evalua-
tion new start program without prior writ-
ten notification to the congressional defense 
committees. 

SEC. 9006. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, from funds made available in 
this title to the Department of Defense for 
operation and maintenance, not to exceed 
$500,000,000 may be used by the Secretary of 
Defense, with the concurrence of the Sec-
retary of State, to train, equip and provide 
related assistance only to military or secu-
rity forces of Iraq and Afghanistan to en-
hance their capability to combat terrorism 
and to support U.S. military operations in 
Iraq and Afghanistan: Provided, That such 
assistance may include the provision of 
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equipment, supplies, services, training, and 
funding: Provided further, That the authority 
to provide assistance under this section is in 
addition to any other authority to provide 
assistance to foreign nations: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary of Defense shall no-
tify the congressional defense committees, 
the Committee on International Relations of 
the House of Representatives, and the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate 
not less than 15 days before providing assist-
ance under the authority of this section.

b 1500

Mr. YOUNG of Florida (during the 
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the remainder of 
the bill through page 112, line 19, be 
considered as read, printed in the 
RECORD, and open to amendment at 
any point. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, we are in 
title 8 right now; is that correct? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I had an amendment, 
Mr. Chairman, at the desk I believe 
under title 8. I just wanted to make 
sure that that will not be lost in this 
UC. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, we are not aware of that amend-
ment. We do not have a copy. We are 
not aware that the gentleman has an 
amendment. We can change our request 
if he would provide us with a copy of 
the amendment. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I just 
wanted to make sure that there is the 
amendment at the desk regarding 
space-based weapons under title 8. 

Mr. Chairman, I have just been in-
formed by the Parliamentarian that if 
the UC goes through, I can still seek 
recognition, so I will withdraw my res-
ervation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 

amendments to that portion of the 
bill? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. INSLEE 
Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. INSLEE:
Page 112, beginning on line 2, strike ‘‘from 

funds made available in this title to the De-
partment of Defense for operation and main-
tenance, not to exceed $500,000,000 may be 
used’’ and insert ‘‘funds made available in 
this title to the Department of Defense for 
operation and maintenance may be used’’.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is very simple. It lists the 
cap that is presently written into the 
bill to limit the amount of money that 
we would commit to the training and 
equipping of the Iraqi securities forces, 
to limit that to $500 million. 

I hope that we are united in the be-
lief that the way to bring our troops 
home is to fulfill the training and 

equipping of the Iraqi security forces 
so that they can become responsible for 
Iraq’s destiny and our troops can com-
ing home in dignity and as quickly as 
possible. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. INSLEE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to suggest to the 
gentleman that we think this is a good 
amendment, and it certainly is con-
sistent with the conversation that the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
MURTHA) and I have both had with the 
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE), and we are prepared to ac-
cept the gentleman’s amendment. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his interest and 
leadership. 

Mr. Chairman, I will close briefly by 
saying this is an important amend-
ment. I appreciate the Chair’s accept-
ance of it. We hope that the adminis-
tration does listen to the voices in Con-
gress that are basically saying if we 
can train one more trainer one day ear-
lier, we should do so; if we can provide 
one more piece of equipment for the 
Iraqi security forces one day earlier, 
we should do so; if we can employ one 
more interpreter so that these folks 
can be trained earlier, we should do so. 
This amendment will hasten that. I 
hope the administration will bear heed 
on that, and that General Patrais is 
successful.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today to support my colleague Mr. INS-
LEE’s amendment to this Defense Appropria-
tion bill, which lifts the $500 million cap on 
funds within the Iraq Freedom Fund for train-
ing the Iraqi National Army. Earlier in this de-
bate I offered and withdrew an amendment 
that would have increased funding for training 
the Iraqi National Army by an additional $500 
million. This Amendment would have doubled 
the amount of money appropriated for training 
the Iraqi National Army within the Iraq Free-
dom Fund. If Mr. INSLEE’s amendment is ac-
cepted into this Appropriation, I will work with 
Chairman YOUNG and Ranking Member MUR-
THA to insure that additional funds are appro-
priated for training the Iraqi National Army. 

The Inslee amendment reinforces the point 
that the best way to get U.S. troops out of Iraq 
is to train the Iraqi troops to take care of their 
own nation. Clearly, more money is needed to 
not only train these inexperienced troops to 
defeat the insurgency, but also to pay troops 
to enlist in this new army despite the obvious 
danger they face. At this time of danger for 
our troops, this Amendment reiterates the fact 
that we need to be transferring more 
responsiblity upon the Iraqis to take care of 
their nation and develop a plan to remove our 
U.S. troops. 

Just last week a roadside bomb blast killed 
five U.S. Marines who were riding in a vehicle 
during a combat operation near Ramadi. On 
this very same day a suicide bombing at a 
restaurant on an Iraqi military base killed 23 
Iraqi soldiers and wounded 28 other people. 
Clearly, this war is not getting any easier; 
clearly our troops are still very much in dan-
ger. Our best solution is to train and supply 

the Iraqi National Army to beat back this insur-
gency and gain the trust of their people so 
that one day soon our troops can go home 
and the Iraqi National Army can bring peace 
and prosperity to Iraq. I know it sounds too 
simple, but the truth is we have no other solu-
tion, that is unless you believe our U.S. troops 
should be in Iraq indefinitely. There is an old 
saying that the best offense is a good defense 
and the best way to maintain that posture is 
to have a strong Iraqi National Army 
supplementing the heroic effort of our troops. 

Right now there are 136,000 U.S. troops in 
Iraq and their mission is not getting any easi-
er. The facts are plain, a total of 1,713 Ameri-
cans including 159 people from Texas alone 
have lost their lives since this War in Iraq 
began and more than 12,000 have been 
wounded in action. We must move to the obvi-
ous solution, that the Iraqi National Army must 
soon take over their own nation and provide 
for the protection of their people. Therefore, I 
reiterate my strong support for the Inslee 
Amendment and the appropriation of addi-
tional funding to train the Iraqi National Army. 
Our troops should be able to return home with 
an exit strategy of success. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. INSLEE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KUCINICH 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. KUCINICH:
Page 99, after line 4, insert the following 

new section:
SEC. 8103. (a) SHORT TITLE.—This section 

may be cited as the ‘‘Space Preservation Act 
of 2005’’. 

(b) REAFFIRMATION OF POLICY ON THE PRES-
ERVATION OF PEACE IN SPACE.—Congress reaf-
firms the policy expressed in section 102(a) of 
the National Aeronautics and Space Act of 
1958 (42 U.S.C. 2451(a)), stating that it ‘‘is the 
policy of the United States that activities in 
space should be devoted to peaceful purposes 
for the benefit of all mankind.’’. 

(c) BAN ON BASING OF WEAPONS IN SPACE 
AND THE USE OF WEAPONS AGAINST OBJECTS 
IN SPACE IN ORBIT.—The President shall—

(1) implement a ban on space-based weap-
ons of the United States and the use of weap-
ons of the United States to destroy or dam-
age objects in space that are in orbit; and 

(2) immediately order the termination of 
research and development, testing, manufac-
turing, production, and deployment of all 
space-based weapons of the United States. 

(d) INTERNATIONAL TREATY BANNING SPACE-
BASED WEAPONS AND THE USE OF WEAPONS 
AGAINST OBJECTS IN SPACE IN ORBIT.—The 
President shall direct the United States rep-
resentatives to the United Nations and other 
international organizations to immediately 
work toward negotiating, adopting, and im-
plementing an international treaty banning 
space-based weapons and the use of weapons 
to destroy or damage objects in space that 
are in orbit. 

(e) REPORT.—The President shall submit to 
Congress not later than 90 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, and every 
6 months thereafter, a report on—

(1) the implementation of the ban on space-
based weapons and the use of weapons to de-
stroy or damage objects in space that are in 
orbit required by subsection (c); and 

(2) progress toward negotiating, adopting, 
and implementing the treaty described in 
subsection (d). 

(f) SPACE-BASED NONWEAPONS ACTIVITIES.—
Nothing in this section may be construed as 
prohibiting the use of funds for—
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(1) space exploration; 
(2) space research and development; 
(3) testing, manufacturing, or production 

that is not related to space-based weapons or 
systems; or 

(4) civil, commercial, or defense activities 
(including communications, navigation, sur-
veillance, reconnaissance, early warning, or 
remote sensing) that are not related to 
space-based weapons or systems. 

(g) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘space’’ means all space ex-

tending upward from an altitude greater 
than 110 kilometers above the surface of the 
earth and any celestial body in such space. 

(2) The terms ‘‘space-based weapon’’ and 
‘‘space-based system’’ mean a device capable 
of damaging or destroying an object or per-
son (whether in outer space, in the atmos-
phere, or on Earth) by—

(A) firing one or more projectiles to collide 
with that object or person; 

(B) detonating one or more explosive de-
vices in close proximity to that object or 
person; or 

(C) any other undeveloped means. 

Mr. KUCINICH (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I reserve a point of order against 
the gentleman’s amendment. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment to the defense appropria-
tions bill would make a policy state-
ment regarding the preservation of 
peace in space. It would ban the re-
search, testing, development, and de-
ployment of space-based weapons. It 
would ban the targeting of objects in 
orbit in space, that is, satellites, by 
any weapon, whether land, sea, air or 
space-based and would call on the 
President to negotiate an international 
treaty banning space-based weapons. 

The policy of preserving peace in 
space was first established by law in 
1958 with the National Aeronautics and 
Space Act. Specifically, this law stat-
ed: ‘‘It is the policy of the United 
States that activities in space should 
be devoted to peaceful purposes for the 
benefit of all mankind.’’ 

Yet despite any amendment to law or 
consideration by Congress, this policy 
has changed significantly behind closed 
doors. The Air Force is moving forward 
with a plan to weaponize space. At an 
Air Force conference last September, 
Air Force General Lance Lord, who 
leads the Air Force Space Command, 
said, ‘‘Space superiority is not our 
birthright, but it is our destiny. Space 
superiority is our day-to-day mission. 
Space supremacy is our vision for the 
future.’’ 

With little public debate, the Pen-
tagon has already spent billions of dol-
lars through appropriations bills such 
as this one to developing space weap-
ons and preparing plans to deploy 
them. The Air Force has recently 
sought President Bush’s approval of a 
national security directive that could 
move the United States closer to field-
ing offensive and defensive space weap-

ons. This new policy would be opposed 
by our friends and our potential en-
emies. 

Our largest possible adversaries, 
China and Russia, have agreed for a 
global ban on space weapons. Yet mov-
ing forward with plans to weaponize 
space would most certainly create an 
arms race in space, and it would cer-
tainly be counterproductive to the na-
tional security of the United States to 
give potential adversaries reason to ac-
celerate development of space weapons 
technology. 

Again, I ask this Congress to remem-
ber that in 1958 when the National Aer-
onautics and Space Act was passed, it 
stated that: ‘‘It is the policy of the 
United States that activities in space 
should be devoted to peaceful purposes 
for the benefit of all mankind.’’ 

That was a good act in 1958, and it 
would be good for this Congress to pre-
serve that policy, and that is the inten-
tion of this amendment. 

At this point, understanding the 
rules, I will concede to the gentleman 
from Florida the point of order that he 
raised.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, the Committee 
on Government Reform Subcommittee on Na-
tional Security, which I chair, has held 17 
hearings on Gulf War veterans’ illnesses. Over 
the last decade, we’ve followed the hard path 
traveled by sick Gulf War veterans as they 
bore the burdens of their physical illnesses 
and the mental anguish caused by official 
skepticism and intransigence. 

It was their determination that overcame en-
trenched indifference and bureaucratic inertia. 
Their persistence, and a home video of chem-
ical weapons munitions being blown up at 
Khamisiyah eventually persuaded the Depart-
ments of Defense and VA that post-war ill-
nesses are linked to wartime exposures. 

But characterizing the subtle linkage be-
tween low-level toxic assaults and varied 
chronic health consequences remains a com-
plex research challenge. The objective mark-
ers of physiological damage are only now 
coming into view using techiques and tech-
nologies not available ten years ago, when 
some were so willing to conclude Gulf War 
veterans’ illnesses were nothing more than 
stress. But promising research hypotheses 
and treatment concepts still face institutional 
obstacles to federal support as both funding 
and momentum behind Gulf War illnesses re-
search have been waning. 

This amendment allows us to capture the 
emerging breakthroughs purchased with $315 
million in DOD and VA research investments 
over the past decade. This would build on last 
year’s appropriation of $3.7 million for extra-
mural, peer-reiewed research to address the 
chronic illnesses affecting veterans of the 
1991 Gulf War. The research focuses on the 
chronic effects of neurotoxic exposures, un-
derlying mechanisms, identified neurological 
abnormalities, and the identification of treat-
ments. 

The battlefield is a dangerous and toxic 
workplace. The veterans of the 1991 war, 
those on the field of battle today and those we 
deploy in the future will benefit from this re-
search into the diagnosis and treatment of the 
health consequnces of toxic exposures.

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, on my reservation, I make a 
point of order against the amendment 
because it proposes to change existing 
law and constitutes legislation in an 
appropriations bill and, therefore, it 
violates clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The rule states in pertinent part: 
‘‘An amendment to a general appro-
priations bill shall not be in order if 
changing existing law.’’ 

The amendment imposes additional 
duties. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 

from Ohio wish to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman. I will concede 
the point of order, and I thank the gen-
tleman and the ranking member for 
this opportunity to make this state-
ment regarding my concern about 
peaceful uses in space. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) concedes the 
point of order. 

The point of order is sustained. 
Are there any other amendments to 

this portion of the bill? 
The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:
SEC. 9007. (a) FISCAL YEAR 2006 AUTHOR-

ITY.—During the current fiscal year, from 
funds made available to the Department of 
Defense for operation and maintenance pur-
suant to title IX, not to exceed $500,000,000 
may be used by the Secretary of Defense to 
provide funds—

(1) for the Commanders’ Emergency Re-
sponse Program established by the Adminis-
trator of the Coalition Provisional Authority 
for the purpose of enabling United States 
military commanders in Iraq to respond to 
urgent humanitarian relief and reconstruc-
tion requirements within their areas of re-
sponsibility by carrying out programs that 
will immediately assist the Iraqi people; and 

(2) for a similar program to assist the peo-
ple of Afghanistan. 

(b) QUARTERLY REPORTS.—Not later than 15 
days after the end of each fiscal year quar-
ter, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to 
the congressional defense committees a re-
port regarding the source of funds and the al-
location and use of funds during that quarter 
that were made available pursuant to the au-
thority provided in this section or under any 
other provision of law for the purposes stat-
ed in subsection (a). 

(c) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.—Funds 
authorized for the Commanders’ Emergency 
Response Program by this section may not 
be used to provide goods, services, or funds 
to national armies, national guard forces, 
border security forces, civil defense forces, 
infrastucture protection forces, highway pa-
trol units, police, special police, or intel-
ligence or other security forces. 

(d) SECRETARY OF DEFENSE GUIDANCE.—Not 
later than 90 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense 
shall issue to the commander of the United 
States Central Command detailed guidance 
concerning the types of activities for which 
United States military commanders in Iraq 
may use funds under the Commanders’ Emer-
gency Response Program to respond to ur-
gent relief and reconstruction requirements 
and the terms under which such funds may 
be expended. The Secretary shall simulta-
neously provide a copy of that guidance to 
the congressional defense committees. 
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SEC. 9008. During the current fiscal year, 

funds available to the Department of Defense 
for operation and maintenance may be used, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
to provide supplies, services, transportation, 
including airlift and sealift, and other 
logistical support to coalition forces sup-
porting military and stability operations in 
Iraq and Afghanistan: Provided, That the 
Secretary of Defense shall provide quarterly 
reports to the congressional defense commit-
tees regarding support provided under this 
section. 

SEC. 9009. Congress, consistent with inter-
national and United States law, reaffirms 
that torture of prisoners of war and detain-
ees is illegal and does not reflect the policies 
of the United States Government or the val-
ues of the people of the United States. 

SEC. 9010. The reporting requirements of 
section 9010 of Public Law 108–287 regarding 
the military operations of the Armed Forces 
and the reconstruction activities of the De-
partment of Defense in Iraq and Afghanistan 
shall apply to the funds appropriated in this 
Act. 

SEC. 9011. The Secretary of Defense may 
present promotional materials, including a 
United States flag, to any member of an Ac-
tive or Reserve component under the Sec-
retary’s jurisdiction who, as determined by 
the Secretary, participates in Operation En-
during Freedom or Operation Iraqi Freedom. 

SEC. 9012. SENSE OF CONGRESS AND REPORT 
CONCERNING INAPPROPRIATE PROSELYTIZING 
OF UNITED STATES AIR FORCE ACADEMY CA-
DETS.—

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that—

(1) the expression of personal religious 
faith is welcome in the United States mili-
tary, but coercive and abusive religious pros-
elytizing at the United States Air Force 
Academy by officers assigned to duty at the 
Academy and others in the chain-of-com-
mand at the Academy, as has been reported 
is inconsistent with the professionalism and 
standards required of those who serve at the 
Academy; 

(2) the military must be a place of toler-
ance for all faiths and backgrounds; and 

(3) the Secretary of the Air Force and 
other appropriate civilian authorities, and 
the Chief of Staff of the Air Force and other 
appropriate military authorities, must con-
tinue to undertake corrective action, as ap-
propriate, to address and remedy the inap-
propriate proselytizing of cadets at the Air 
Force Academy. 

(b) REPORT ON PLAN.—
(1) PLAN.—The Secretary of the Air Force 

shall develop a plan to ensure that the Air 
Force Academy maintains a climate free 
from coercive religious intimidation and in-
appropriate proselytizing by Air Force offi-
cials and others in the chain-of-command at 
the Air Force Academy. The Secretary shall 
work with experts and other recognized no-
table persons in the area of pastoral care and 
religious tolerance to develop the plan. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 60 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall submit to the congressional 
defense committees a report providing the 
plan developed pursuant to paragraph (1). 
The Secretary shall include in the report in-
formation on the circumstances surrounding 
the removal of Air Force Captain Melinda 
Morton from her position at the Air Force 
Academy on May 4, 2005. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HUNTER 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. HUNTER:
Strike section 9012 (page 115, line 14, 

through page 117, line 5) and insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 9012. SENSE OF CONGRESS AND REPORT 
CONCERNING RELIGIOUS FREEDOM AND TOLER-
ANCE AT UNITED STATES AIR FORCE ACAD-
EMY.—

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that—

(1) the expression of personal religious 
faith is welcome in the United States mili-
tary; 

(2) the military must be a place where 
there is freedom for religious expression for 
all faiths; and 

(3) the Secretary of the Air Force and the 
Department of Defense Inspector General 
have undertaken several reviews of the 
issues of religious tolerance at the Air Force 
Academy. 

(b) REPORT.—
(1) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The Secretary of 

the Air Force, based upon the reviews re-
ferred in subsection (a)(3), shall develop rec-
ommendations to maintain a positive cli-
mate of religious freedom and tolerance at 
the United States Air Force Academy. 

(2) SECRETARY OF AIR FORCE REPORT.—Not 
later than 90 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary shall submit 
to the congressional defense committees a 
report providing the recommendations devel-
oped pursuant to paragraph (1). 

Mr. HUNTER (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I am 

opposed to section 9012 as it is cur-
rently written and a number of other 
members of the Committee on Armed 
Services are opposed to them as well, 
and you will hear from them in the en-
suing minutes here. 

We were informed that we had the 
right to assert that this was, in fact, 
authorizing on an appropriations bill 
and to ask the Committee on Rules, 
which we initially did, to not protect 
this provision and allow it to be strick-
en. But I was informed by the chair-
man of the full committee that this 
was an important issue for members of 
the minority on the Committee on Ap-
propriations, and they wanted to have 
a discussion. And our Members agreed 
with that. So I think we will have a 
full discussion of this issue. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment will 
require the Defense Department to pro-
vide Congress with recommendations 
on maintaining a climate of religious 
freedom and tolerance at the Air Force 
Academy. The amendment also ex-
presses a sense of Congress that per-
sonal expressions of faith, that is, all 
faiths, are welcome in the United 
States military. 

My objection to section 9012 is that 
the section concludes based on news-
paper accounts that officers assigned 
to duty at the U.S. Air Force Academy 
and others in the chain of command 
are engaged in ‘‘abusive and coercive 
religious proselytizing’’ based on re-
ports.

b 1515 

Mr. Chairman, Members may have 
read press accounts regarding issues of 

religious freedom and tolerance at the 
Air Force Academy. 

What may not be known is that many 
of the allegations reported by the press 
were first discovered by the air force 
through internal surveys. In response, 
the Academy superintendent has been 
quite open that there have been in-
stances where respect for others has 
been lacking. He also suggested that 
Academy practices and processes may 
also have contributed to the appear-
ance of a lack of respect for members 
of minority religious traditions. 

Overall, the Air Force has taken ag-
gressive action on these important 
issues of religious freedom and tolerant 
at the Academy, and the Secretary to 
the Air Force detailed those actions to 
me in a June 7 letter which I would 
like to submit for the RECORD at this 
point.

SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE, 
Washington, DC, June 7, 2005. 

Hon. DUNCAN HUNTER, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The media contains a 
steady flow of stories decrying religious in-
tolerance at the United States Air Force 
Academy (USAFA). In late Spring 2004, the 
Superintendent of the Academy, Lt Gen 
John Rosa, detected religious tolerance con-
cerns through surveys he initiated. He subse-
quently brought the issue—and the correc-
tive measures he was taking—to the atten-
tion of the Academy’s Board of Visitors and 
the Air Force leadership. Together, we have 
been addressing the issue openly for the past 
several months. 

As of today, the Academy’s Board of Visi-
tors has looked at this situation during 
three separate meetings. They will do so 
again this summer. In addition to the 
Board’s inquiries, I have deployed four sepa-
rate teams from the Pentagon to address one 
or another aspect of the Academy climate 
for religious tolerance. The first team, led by 
the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Equal 
Opportunity, visited the Academy last fall 
and assisted Lt Gen Rosa in scoping the 
problem and designing a campaign to correct 
the situation. The second visited USAFA 
last month and is led by Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Personnel, Lt Gen Roger Brady. 
This team is in the final stages of assess-
ment of the Academy climate, leadership 
practices, and the corrective actions that 
should be initiated. Specific allegations of 
improper conduct against the Commandant 
of Cadets, Brig Gen John Weida, are being 
separately examined by the Office of the Air 
Force Inspector General. Last week, the DoD 
Inspector General began—at my request—an 
inquiry to determine whether Air Force reas-
signment of Chaplain (Capt) Melinda Morton 
was handled properly. Please note that the 
visit to the Academy in July 2004 by a group 
of Yale Divinity School students and an As-
sociate Professor of Counseling was not part 
of our assessment or corrective measures, 
and did not focus on the religious tolerance 
issue. Nevertheless, we have reviewed and 
considered the submission of that group in 
connection with our on-going reviews. Fi-
nally, this week, a group from the National 
Conference on Ministry to the Armed Forces 
(NCMAF) is also visiting USAFA at my re-
quest to provide an external look by a pri-
vate organization of religious leaders who 
understand the military in a pluralistic soci-
ety, and who represent their faith group 
communities to the military. 

Thus far, results indicate—and the Acad-
emy Superintendent continues to openly ac-
knowledge—there have been instances where 
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respect has been lacking. Academy practices 
and processes may also have contributed to 
the appearance of a lack of respect for mem-
bers of minority religious traditions. The 
multiple reviews I have asked for, together 
with aggressive leadership action, will help 
us correct Academy climate and culture. 

Recently, the Air Force Chief of Staff, 
General John Jumper, in a written commu-
nication, reminded all Air Force com-
manders of their responsibilities for estab-
lishing a climate and culture that promotes 
respect for individual beliefs. This message 
reemphasized the importance of respect and 
its role as the foundation of our core values. 
In constructing his message, General Jumper 
used the lessons we have already learned 
from our work with the Academy leadership 
team. As our work at USAFA progresses, we 
will continue to incorporate lessons learned 
into actions that will help us reinforce the 
culture of respect throughout the Air Force. 

Air Force and Academy leadership are 
deeply engaged in the question of respect for 
individual beliefs. As this work progresses, 
our work—and critics of that work—will gen-
erate news stories. I ask that you reserve 
your opinions on this matter until I can get 
to ground truth through the objective proc-
esses now on going. The Inspectors General 
and Lt Gen Brady’s team, including consid-
eration of the NCMAF external assessment, 
will report back to me within the next few 
weeks. These results will provide a factual 
basis for deciding what further actions may 
need to be taken. Completing these reviews 
quickly and consulting with the Secretary of 
Defense, Congress and the Academy Board of 
Visitors regarding next steps is my highest 
priority. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL L. DOMINGUEZ, 

Acting Secretary of the Air Force.

Mr. HUNTER. Based on cadet surveys 
administered in late spring 2004 sug-
gesting religious tolerance concerns, 
the Air Force Academy superintendent 
took a number of corrective actions, 
including a training and education pro-
gram for cadets and faculty to develop 
respect for the diversity of faiths rep-
resented at the Academy. 

He brought the issues to the atten-
tion of the Academy’s Board of Visi-
tors, and accordingly, the Air Force 
leadership continues to work with the 
board to address these issues. 

He sent a team led by the Deputy As-
sistant Secretary for equal opportunity 
to the Academy in the fall of 2004 to de-
sign a campaign to assist Academy 
leadership in addressing the issues. 

Last month, the Air Force deputy 
chief of staff took another team to the 
Academy to assess Academy climate, 
leadership practices and corrective ac-
tions that should be taken. 

The facts are, and I could go down 
through the office of the Inspector 
General, DOD Inspector General, at the 
request of the Secretary of the Air 
Force, is conducting a review of the re-
assignment of Academy chaplain, Cap-
tain Melinda Morton. 

A group from the National Con-
ference on Ministry to the Armed 
Forces visited the Academy last week 
to provide an external look by a pri-
vate organization of religious leaders, 
and Mr. Chairman, I could go on and 
on. 

My point is this, there are a number 
of reviews that are ongoing right now 

at the Academy, and in this letter that 
Acting Secretary of the Air Force, Sec-
retary Michael Dominguez, sent to me, 
I think the crux of our amendment is 
laid out and I think justifies. He talks 
about the work that is ongoing to 
make sure that the Academy has reli-
gious freedom and religious tolerance. 
He says, As this work progresses, and I 
am quoting the Secretary, our work 
and critics of that work will generate 
news stories. It was a news story that 
generated this base provision that is in 
the bill. I ask that you reserve your 
opinions on this matter until I can get 
to ground truth through the objective 
processes now ongoing. 

That is what he asks for. He has got 
lots of reviews, and what we say is, we 
reestablish, revalidate that there 
should be both freedom of religion and 
religious tolerance, and we set a date 
for a report to come back after the re-
views are done, for the Secretary of the 
Air Force to report back to us with the 
reviews and with recommendations. 

Lastly, Mr. Chairman, I cannot for-
get the last time we landed in Bailad, 
Iraq, and I was with the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. REYES), and we had a 
couple of mortar rounds come into the 
base. The CO said, Quick, get into this 
building, and we hustled into the near-
est building. It turned out to be 400 GIs 
who were undertaking a religious serv-
ice. I do not know if it was official or 
unofficial. I do know they had quite a 
service going, and we, Congressmen, 
were forced to actually go to church I 
guess because those mortar rounds 
were coming in. We could not leave 
until it was over. 

The word ‘‘proselytizing’’ could pos-
sibly be applied to what they were 
doing in that battleground in Iraq. I 
have always thought that when I argue 
religion I am making reasoned judg-
ments and the other guy is proselyt-
izing, and the problem is with that 
word. With establishing that as a 
standard, that people in uniform have 
to adhere to, the average person in uni-
form is going to say, what does pros-
elytizing mean? Am I proselytizing, 
and if they are not sure whether or not 
their statement is proselytizing, you 
know what they are going to do? They 
are not going to say anything, and we 
are going to put a chill on what we 
have heretofore for our entire history 
welcomed, and that is, expression of re-
ligious views by our uniformed per-
sonnel. 

I would hope that Members and the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) 
in the spirit of this debate would ac-
cept this amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the language of the 
committee amendment does nothing 
whatsoever to discourage proselytizing. 
What it does is make clear that the 
Congress of the United States is op-
posed to coercive and abusive proselyt-
izing. I think it would be good to go 
back and look at the history of this 
problem. 

The LA Times broke the story about 
disrespectful treatment of cadets based 
on religious affiliation on April 20. On 
June 3, Lieutenant General John Rosa, 
who is the superintendent of the Acad-
emy, in a speech to the Anti-Defama-
tion League, acknowledged that the 
Academy has a problem with religious 
intolerance. He called it insidious and 
said it could take 6 years to fix. 

He described two Academy-wide e-
mails that were sent out by another 
high-ranking officer, which he de-
scribed as ‘‘inappropriate.’’ He de-
scribed other later events that involved 
religious pressures and said, ‘‘They 
were wrong.’’ 

Academy officials have said that 
they have received 55 complaints from 
cadets on this problem. Academy 
spokesman John Whitaker said, ‘‘There 
have been cases of maliciousness, 
mean-spiritedness and attacking or 
baiting someone over religion.’’ 

No one is objecting to anyone trying 
to talk about religion. What they are 
objecting to is the malicious and mean-
spirited attacking of other people for 
the religious views that they do or do 
not hold. 

The Air Force officials said they got 
an inkling of the problem after reading 
the results of a student survey last 
May. Many cadets expressed concern 
over the lack of religious respect and 
tolerance. This comes on top of revela-
tions 2 years ago of a scandal when doz-
ens of female cadets said that their 
complaints about sexual assaults were 
ignored. 

Mr. Whitaker, the spokesman for the 
Academy, forthrightly said that it was 
insensitivity and ignorance on the part 
of people who are, ‘‘going into a diverse 
Air Force where they are going to have 
to deal with people of all faiths.’’ 

Mickey Weinstein, a father of one of 
the cadets, who himself was a lawyer 
and an Academy graduate, described 
the harassment that his son had under-
gone and said, ‘‘I love the Academy, 
but do you know how much courage it 
took for these cadets to come for-
ward?’’ 

Another person who did not want to 
be identified because of fear of retalia-
tion said, ‘‘Cadets are given the im-
pression they must embrace the beliefs 
of their commanders in order to suc-
ceed at the Academy.’’ 

Chaplain Melinda Morton described 
the problem as systemic, and she said 
that she had spoken up about the prob-
lem because, ‘‘It is in the Constitution, 
it is not just a nice rule that you can 
follow or not follow.’’ Then she said, ‘‘I 
realize this is the end of my Air Force 
Academy career.’’ 

My problem with the amendment 
that is being proposed by the gen-
tleman is not what it says. My problem 
with the gentleman’s amendment is 
what it takes out of the original com-
mittee language. 

It removes the language that puts 
the Congress foresquare in the position 
of saying that coercive and abusive re-
ligious proselytizing at the Academy is 
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over the line and is inconsistent with 
professional standards required of 
those who serve at the Academy. 

It eliminates the requirements for 
corrective action by the Academy in 
the Air Force. 

Thirdly, it removes the requirement 
for a plan to develop an atmosphere 
that is free of religious coercion at the 
Academy. 

Fourth, it removes the requirement 
in the committee language which asks 
for an investigation and a report by the 
Air Force on the circumstances sur-
rounding the dismissal of Chaplain 
Melinda Morton, who is the person who 
blew the whistle on this in the first 
place. 

I do not think the Congress wants to 
go on record as taking out all of that 
language, which is what the gentle-
man’s amendment would do.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of Chairman HUNTER’s amendment 
upholding religious freedom at the United 
States Air Force Academy. Protecting the reli-
gious freedom of our military cadets and serv-
ice members is critically important to me, and 
should be critically important to this Congress. 

During full committee consideration of the 
Defense Appropriations bill, Ranking Member 
OBEY inserted a provision condemning the Air 
Force, the Air Force Academy and its Cadets. 
The allegations on which this provision is 
based have not been substantiated by any 
credible source. They are simply rumors ad-
vanced by a very few disgruntled individuals. 

Nonetheless, the Air Force has taken these 
allegations very seriously since they were 
made in late April. First, the Academy estab-
lished a new mandatory course to encourage 
respect for all religions. Second, the Air Force 
launched several investigations. These inves-
tigations are still ongoing and a report is ex-
pected shortly. The task force charged with 
looking into these allegations has been di-
rected to assess: 

(1) Air Force and USAFA policy and guid-
ance on the subject of religious respect and 
tolerance. 

(2) The appropriateness of relevant training, 
for the cadet wing, faculty, and staff. 

(3) The religious climate and assessment 
tools used at USAFA. 

(4) The effectiveness of USAFA mecha-
nisms to address complaints on this subject, 
to include the chain of command, the Acad-
emy’s Inspector General and the Military 
Equal Opportunity office.

(5) The practices of the chain of command, 
faculty, staff or cadet wing that either enhance 
or detract from a climate that respects both 
the ‘‘free exercise of religion’’ and the ‘‘estab-
lishment’’ clauses of the First Amendment. 

(6) The relevance of the religious climate at 
the USAFA to the entire Air Force. 

Additionally, the Task Force’s final assess-
ment will include an Air Force Inspector Gen-
eral report on the removal of Air Force Cap-
tain Melinda Morton from her position at the 
Academy. 

The Air Force has made progress to ensure 
that no one feels pressure from religious 
groups, and is continuing these efforts. This 
final report should be released in the next cou-
ple of weeks. I have full confidence that this 
report will provide a thorough and complete 
report as to the truth of these rumors. 

Congress must reserve judgment until all of 
the facts are revealed. The Air Force has yet 
to tell its side of the story. Until they do, we 
do not know what actually happened in Colo-
rado Springs. For this House to condemn the 
Air Force and the Academy at this time, be-
fore all the information is available, is wrong. 
This provision simply has no place in an other-
wise tremendous bill. 

The Obey provision is all the more dis-
appointing because men and women in our 
Nation’s Air Force have sacrificed immeas-
urable blood and treasure to protect the prin-
ciples of freedom and liberty. Today, we are 
engaged in a global war on terrorism—aimed 
directly at our Nation’s democracy and core 
values. Our young men and women are fight-
ing and dying for these freedoms. It is wrong 
for Congress to chip away at the very free-
doms these heroes are shedding their own 
blood to protect.

When a young man or woman stands up to 
fight for this country, he or she does not sur-
render his or her Constitutional rights. The 
men and women of our military have the right 
to freely practice their religion, and Congress 
has a solemn duty to fight to protect their 
rights. 

I would ask my colleagues to join me in 
support of Chairman HUNTER’s amendment. 
The Obey provision is wrong. It is bad policy, 
and it is misguided, and it is inappropriate. 
Congress should wait to act until we have all 
the facts. Please stand up for the Air Force, 
the Academy, the Cadets, and the First 
Amendment that guarantees every American 
the freedom of religion. Vote to the Hunter 
Amendment.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY TO THE 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HUNTER 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. OBEY to the 

amendment offered by Mr. HUNTER:
In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-

serted, insert the following: 
‘‘Sec. 9012. Sense of Congress and Report 

Concerning Inappropriate Proselytizing of 
United States Air Force Academy Cadets. 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that— 

(1) the expression of personal religious 
faith is welcome in the United States mili-
tary, but coercive and abusive religious pros-
elytizing at the United States Air Force 
Academy by officers assigned to duty at the 
Academy and others in the chain-of-com-
mand at the Academy, as has been reported, 
is inconsistent with the professionalism and 
standards required of those who serve at the 
Academy; 

(2) the military must be a place of toler-
ance for all faiths and backgrounds; and 

(3) the Secretary of the Air Force and 
other appropriate civilian authorities, and 
the Chief of Staff of the Air Force and other 
appropriate military authorities, must con-
tinue to undertake corrective action, as ap-
propriate, to address and remedy any inap-
propriate proselytizing of cadets at the Air 
Force Academy that may have occurred. 

(b) REPORT ON PLAN.—
(1) PLAN.—The Secretary of the Air Force 

shall develop a plan to ensure that the Air 
Force Academy maintains a climate free 
from coercive religious intimidation and in-
appropriate proselytizing by Air Force offi-
cials and others in the chain-of-command at 
the Air Force Academy. The Secretary shall 
work with experts and other recognized no-
table persons in the area of pastoral care and 
religious tolerance to develop the plan. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 60 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall submit to the congressional 
defense committees a report providing the 
plan developed pursuant to paragraph (1). 
The Secretary shall include in the report in-
formation on the circumstances surrounding 
the removal of Air Force Captain Melinda 
Morton from her position at the Air Force 
Academy on May 4, 2005.’’ 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, what this 
perfecting amendment does is to re-
store with some minor changes the 
basic thrust of the committee lan-
guage. Let me explain why I do this. 

Two weeks ago, I appointed a young 
man to the Air Force Academy. One 
week later, he was killed by a drunken 
driver. Now, if that young man had 
been fortunate enough to live so that 
he could have gone to the Academy, I 
would want his parents, his family and 
his community, to know that the Acad-
emy that he was going to is one which 
will allow him to practice whatever re-
ligion he believed, without any kind of 
coercion, either from other cadets or 
from anyone in the chain of command 
at the Academy. I do not think that is 
too much to expect. 

I understand the gentleman from 
California is unhappy because he con-
siders this to be an authorizing issue. 
Well, the fact is the authorizing com-
mittee had an opportunity to deal with 
similar language, not identical but 
similar language, when they considered 
the authorization bill, and they de-
clined to do so. That means that each 
and every one of us as individual mem-
bers of this place has jurisdiction on 
this matter because we all appoint ca-
dets to the Academy, and we have an 
obligation to those cadets to tell them, 
whether they are Catholic or Lutheran 
or any kind of Protestant denomina-
tion or Jewish or Muslim or even if 
they are of no religion, we have an ob-
ligation to assure them that they are 
going to be going to an Academy that 
is free from any kind of coercion, free 
from any kind of ridicule. 

That is what this language does. This 
language in the committee bill which 
would be modified only slightly by the 
amendment I have just offered, this 
language maintains the integrity of 
the thrust of the language of the origi-
nal committee action.

b 1530 

The purpose of this language is not 
to accuse any individual person. We do 
not in any way prejudge any individual 
action. All we do is to say that the ac-
tivities which have already been de-
scribed and admitted by the academy 
as having occurred, all we are saying is 
that conduct is inappropriate to the 
military. That conduct is not some-
thing that the Congress of the United 
States will stand for. 

If Members believe in religious free-
dom, they have an obligation to stand 
foursquare for sending a message that 
we want this problem corrected. If 
Members turn down this language and 
adopt the Hunter language, you are re-
moving the language which makes 
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clear that the Congress finds that kind 
of intimidation objectionable, and you 
are removing the kind of language 
which will require a report to us about 
the circumstances surrounding the 
courageous chaplain who sacrificed her 
military career to blow the whistle on 
this. 

She said she knew when she blew the 
whistle on it she was ending her mili-
tary career. This Congress has an obli-
gation to see that does not happen.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am looking at the 
text of the Obey amendment, and it is 
essentially a restatement of the base 
language. It has the same problem that 
I spoke about earlier, and that is this: 
the Secretary of the Air Force is un-
dergoing a number of reviews. He is in-
vestigating this situation, but as he 
says, he has not gotten to ground truth 
on this thing yet. Yet this amendment 
is the judge, jury and executioner of 
the persons who are reported. I am 
looking at these last three words that 
say we should not have any inappro-
priate proselytizing that may have oc-
curred. What we have is a newspaper 
story. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, we do not 
just have newspaper stories. We have 
the direct statement from the director 
of the academy that that conduct has 
occurred and in his view is inappro-
priate. Do we want to take a position 
that is any less firm than he has? 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) 
said we are angry because this has 
come up. That is not so. We were of-
fered under the Army provision in our 
conference that this provision not be 
protected and simply strike it on the 
floor. I was advised that the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) wanted to 
have a full discussion on this, and I 
said let us do it. So that is why we are 
doing this. 

The reason we did not act on this is 
laid out and validated by the Secretary 
of the Air Force’s letter where he says: 
‘‘As this work progresses, I ask you to 
reserve your opinions on this matter 
until I can get to ground truth through 
the objective processes now ongoing.’’ 

If something is this serious, and I 
have never seen any statement by the 
Secretary of the Air Force that said 
abusive and coercive proselytizing has 
occurred, but that is the language that 
the gentleman has in his bill. So we 
have a difference of opinion on this. 

I think we should wait until the re-
ports come in, until the DOD IG comes 
back with his report on the captain 
that the gentleman has referred to, and 
until, in the words of the Secretary of 
the Air Force, we get to ground truth. 
And we require in my amendment a re-
port back to Congress within 90 days on 
the findings that the Secretary of the 
Air Force comes to and recommenda-
tions for action. 

Let me say one other thing. The gen-
tleman said he is not accusing anybody 
of proselytizing. I am reading his plan. 
It says: ‘‘The Secretary of the Air 
Force shall develop a plan to ensure 
that the Air Force Academy maintains 
a climate free from coercive intimida-
tion and inappropriate proselytizing by 
Air Force officials and others in the 
chain of command at the Air Force 
Academy.’’ 

That is a heck of a strong dose of pre-
ventive maintenance. The gentleman’s 
position, what he has read in the Los 
Angeles Times is good enough for him, 
and it is now time for us to take reme-
dial action even before the Secretary of 
the Air Force comes back with his rec-
ommendations. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman would continue to yield, let me 
simply say this language of the com-
mittee, which I am repeating almost 
word for word in the amendment, does 
not single out any individual or claim 
to know the facts on any individual 
case. What it does most definitely as-
sert is that the conduct, through the 
official spokesman for the academy, 
did take place and was inappropriate. 
We are simply backing up that state-
ment. 

Mr. Whitaker, who is the official 
academy spokesman, said there were 
cases of maliciousness, mean-spirited-
ness, and attacking or baking someone 
over religion. 

We do not have to withhold our judg-
ment about the details of the case to 
know that that kind of action is across 
the line. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just respond, that is not the Secretary 
of the Air Force; and if the gentleman 
is holding this up as something that 
justifies a condemnatory statement by 
the United States House of Representa-
tives, then it has to be something that 
is representative of the actions of the 
officials of the Air Force Academy; and 
no one has used language as strong as 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
OBEY) who states, and I am going to 
state this one more time because we 
keep moving off it, the gentleman’s 
statement is that ‘‘SEC Air Force shall 
develop a plan to ensure that Air Force 
Academy maintains a climate free 
from coercive and religious intimida-
tion and inappropriate proselytizing by 
Air Force officials and others in the 
chain of command.’’ The amendment 
does not even say ‘‘some Air Force offi-
cials.’’ He is holding that out as rep-
resentative of what is going on in the 
chain of command in the academy.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, am I correct that the 
superintendent, the head of the Air 
Force, has indicated it is a problem and 
it would take him 6 years to fix the 
problem? 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. That is exactly right. 

Mr. SABO. And the chaplain at the 
Air Force who blew the whistle on this 
problem is no longer there? 

Mr. OBEY. She has been removed 
from her position. 

Mr. SABO. The minister of the 
church that I go to locally is a former 
Navy chaplain and also served in the 
Marines. He felt strongly enough about 
this issue it was part of his sermon yes-
terday. His response to the 6-year prob-
lem was that if this were a problem for 
the Marines, it would have been taken 
care of in 6 weeks or less. 

I would only suggest there is a prob-
lem. It is obvious it is great. The 
amendment is sort of mild. If the Air 
Force is with it, they will get it taken 
care of shortly before any of the re-
ports in either of these amendments 
are required.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the Obey amendment and in support of 
the Hunter amendment. I think the 
Obey amendment passes judgment be-
fore we know what the judgment ought 
to be in this thing. 

We are assuming that this chaplain, 
one of the many chaplains that they 
have at the Air Force Academy, we are 
assuming she was reassigned because 
she blew the whistle, as the expression 
has been used here. What blew the 
whistle on this was the survey that 
they did of cadets, and a few of them 
said there was something wrong. And 
she said, yes, there was something 
wrong; and she has been reassigned. 

When the Air Force was asked why 
she has been reassigned, they tell us it 
was because the person she was work-
ing for reassigned and it is customary 
to reassign. So let us not pass that 
judgment right now. 

I think the Hunter amendment 
strikes the kind of balance that we 
really want. It does not pass judgment. 
It recognizes that studies are going on 
so we can get to the bottom of it and 
find out how much of a problem there 
might be there. It emphasizes that reli-
gious intolerance is unacceptable, and 
we all agree with that. Religious intol-
erance is unacceptable. 

But it also recognizes the importance 
of the spiritual side of our lives and 
does not try to scrub religion from pub-
lic life in America. There are some who 
would like to do that. We are looking 
up here at ‘‘In God We Trust’’ over the 
Speaker’s rostrum. We open each day 
with a prayer. We do not want to scrub 
religion or faith from all public life. I 
think the Hunter amendment empha-
sizes that, but it also recognizes that 
we need to wait and pass judgment 
when we get all of the facts. 

Mr. Chairman, I serve on the Board 
of Visitors at the Air Force Academy. 
This was not discovered by newspapers 
or a chaplain who blew the whistle. 
This was discovered during the normal 
administrative process of the Air Force 
Academy. They have discussed it with 
the Board of Visitors, and we have 
dealt with it for some time. 
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First of all, the Air Force Academy 

recognized there might be a problem, 
and they immediately jumped on it. 
They have had some problems out 
there. I do not know how it tied into 
this, but the gentleman from Wisconsin 
mentioned the sexual thing. That real-
ly was a scandal. I question whether we 
have a scandal going here. 

But they knew that they were under 
the bright light because of what hap-
pened in the past, and they were on 
this immediately; and they are in the 
process of taking action. I do not think 
they need the help of the Congress of 
the United States to do this. I think 
they are on top of it. 

As I said earlier, I do not think we 
have a scandal here. I think we have an 
administrative situation that the Air 
Force Academy and the Air Force are 
perfectly capable of taking care of. If 
that is not the case, when the studies 
come in, we will be able to see that and 
maybe we do need to get into it. We 
need to let this process work. We need 
to, I hope, not support the Obey 
amendment with that kind of language 
and support the Hunter amendment 
which strikes the kind of balance that 
I think we want. Then we will watch 
until the results of these studies come 
in and see if we need to move any fur-
ther. I encourage defeat of the Obey 
amendment and passing of the Hunter 
amendment.

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I have the privilege of 
serving with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HUNTER) and the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY) on the 
Committee on Armed Services, and it 
is a privilege to work with them. 

I offered a very similar amendment 
during the authorization process. The 
chairman asked if I would withdraw 
that amendment so we could work to-
gether, and I did that in the spirit of 
bipartisanship and good faith. 

But now we are being told, let us not 
work together, let us wait. We cannot 
wait any longer. 

The gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
HEFLEY) said we are trying to scrub re-
ligion from public places. On the con-
trary. We are not doing that. The lan-
guage of the Obey amendment explic-
itly says the expression of personal re-
ligious faith is welcome in the United 
States military. That is the line we are 
drawing. 

Mr. Chairman, the Constitution of 
the United States, which we have 
sworn to protect and defend, guaran-
tees religious freedom and talks about 
the need. We were founded as a diverse 
country based on tolerance. We take 
the oath to the Constitution. We ask 
the Members of the military to take 
the same oath and fight to protect and 
defend the Constitution. 

For over 1 year there have been per-
sistent reports that religious freedom 
and constitutional protections have 
not been respected at the Air Force 
Academy, cadets forced to mark on 

heathen flight lines, cadets being given 
and denied privileges based on a reli-
gious view, cadets encouraged to tell 
other cadets they will burn in hell if 
they do not embrace a certain view. 
When the Air Force attempted a review 
and corrective action, it was diluted. 
When a Lutheran chaplain complained 
it was diluted, she was dismissed. 

Mr. Chairman, even the super-
intendent of the Air Force, someone I 
have a very high regard and respect 
for, has said these reports keep him up 
at night and they may take 6 years to 
fix. As I said before, we have a con-
stitutional civilian oversight responsi-
bility for the military, and we are 
being told today do not take a position, 
let the Air Force investigate itself; and 
at that point Congress should weigh in. 

Here is the problem with that: this 
has been going on for over a year. Con-
gress has done nothing.

b 1545 

The appropriations bill will pass to-
night. After tonight, it will be too late 
for Congress to take a position on this 
issue. The principal vehicle of funding 
for the military will have passed and 
the opportunity to defend tolerance, 
respect, and religious pluralism and 
freedom will have passed us by. 

Delaying is not a matter of fairness. 
Delaying is a matter of delay. It is a 
matter of complicity. If the House 
Armed Services Committee cannot ex-
ercise its full constitutional oversight 
responsibility on this issue, why are we 
in existence? 

My chairman knows that I have been 
a stalwart supporter of the military on 
every amendment, every bill, sup-
porting more resources for the mili-
tary, more investments, increasing end 
strength, because I want the military 
to be able to protect and defend the 
Constitution at home and abroad and I 
want it to respect the Constitution and 
embrace the personal expression of re-
ligious view at its own home. That is 
why I rise to support the Obey amend-
ment, and that is why I oppose the 
Hunter amendment. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ISRAEL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
emphasize one thing. The gentleman 
from California said that his amend-
ment will preserve the understanding 
that religious faiths are welcome at 
the academy. That is true. His amend-
ment does. But I would point out, it 
simply repeats the first sentence of the 
committee language in the Obey 
amendment. We all agree. We all agree 
that the expression of personal reli-
gious faith is welcome. That is exactly 
why we are here standing pushing for 
this committee language today, be-
cause we want to make sure that the 
Pledge of Allegiance that we take 
every day says ‘‘liberty and justice for 
all’’, not just ‘‘for almost everybody.’’ 

The gentleman said that he did not 
want to see religion scrubbed out. I do 

not, either. But 55 cadets have said 
that there were efforts at the academy 
to scrub out their expression of reli-
gious belief. That is what we want to 
stop. I want to make sure that every 
single person who attends that acad-
emy feels free from intimidation and 
does not feel that they have to go 
along with the attitudes of those in the 
chain of command or their senior ca-
dets in order to get along at the acad-
emy. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ISRAEL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I thank him for the spirit 
in which this debate is conducted. The 
gentleman from Wisconsin and I do 
have similar expression in welcoming 
religious expression at the academy. 
Where we do differ is that in our 
amendment we do not prejudge that of-
ficials are abusively proselytizing; and 
with the IG report coming in from 
DOD, not just the Air Force, but the IG 
report coming in from DOD and the Air 
Force IG report coming in, I think we 
need to get those reports and then take 
congressional action.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, at the risk of offend-
ing the gentleman from California (Mr. 
HUNTER), chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, and the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the rank-
ing member on the Appropriations 
Committee, it looks to me like this de-
bate, which is a really good debate and 
has been back and forth, the only prob-
lem so far is that most everything has 
been said, but not everyone has said it 
yet. 

It looks to me like this is going to 
take more time to settle an issue that 
has nothing to do with the war in Iraq 
or the war against terrorism, going to 
take more time than the bill that does 
provide for the security of the Nation. 
We ought to get to the end of this de-
bate and get back to the real business 
at hand today. 

Mr. Chairman, I may offer a bit of a 
facetious statement, but if we cannot 
get this thing ended, I may ask unani-
mous consent that the staff can go out-
side and have their own debate rather 
than handing stuff to the Members in 
order to have that debate. I have prob-
ably offended both sides. I do not know 
who applauded, but I probably offended 
both sides. But we ought to get to the 
business that we came here today for 
and that is to provide for the security 
of the United States of America and to 
provide the troops what they need to 
do their job, perform their mission, and 
protect themselves while they do it.

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, the long war on Chris-
tianity in America continues today on 
the floor of the United States House of 
Representatives. It continues unabated 
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with aid and comfort to those who 
would eradicate any vestige of our 
Christian heritage being supplied by 
the usual suspects, the Democrats. Do 
not get me wrong. Democrats know 
they should not be doing this. The spir-
it of, if not the exact, language in the 
underlying bill added by the Democrat 
ranking member, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin was offered by a Democrat 
in the Armed Services Committee dur-
ing consideration of the fiscal year 2006 
DOD authorization bill. 

The author of that language in the 
authorizing committee, the gentleman 
from New York, has suggested since 
that time that ‘‘extremist groups’’ are 
behind the removal of language similar 
to his. I and others who spoke in oppo-
sition to that amendment had never 
even heard of the notion of such an 
amendment until the gentleman from 
New York actually offered it during 
the committee markup. And so I am 
curious as to who these extremists are 
that the gentleman from New York 
spoke of. 

Mr. Chairman, we may never know 
because that is the nature of this de-
bate, name-calling of unspecified peo-
ple and groups who hold a world view 
different than many of these Demo-
crats. And, as I said, Mr. Chairman, 
Democrats know they should not be 
doing this. Following the over-
whelming opposition voiced at the DOD 
markup, the Democrat ranking mem-
ber of the committee requested the 
gentleman from New York to withdraw 
the amendment, which he did. * * *

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the gentleman’s words be taken 
down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
suspend. 

The Clerk will transcribe the words.

b 1626 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to withdraw 
the last sentence I spoke. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, I think the House 
needs to understand why I objected to 
the language of the gentleman. 

As I understand it, the language that 
the gentleman is saying he will with-
draw is the following: ‘‘Like moth to a 
flame, Democrats can’t help them-
selves when it comes to denigrating 
and demonizing Christians.’’ 

What I would have asked the gen-
tleman, since he referred earlier in his 
remarks to me and the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. ISRAEL), I would have 
asked him if he really believed that the 
gentleman from New York’s (Mr. 
ISRAEL) efforts to attach similar lan-
guage in the Committee on Armed 
Services, the language that the gen-
tleman referred to earlier in his discus-
sion, whether he really thought that 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
ISRAEL) was engaging in an anti-Chris-
tian act. I would have asked him 

whether he really thought that the lan-
guage that I was trying to offer to pro-
tect people of all religions at the Air 
Force Academy, whether he really 
thought I was being anti-Christian. I 
would have asked him if he thought 
that the chaplain at the Air Force 
Academy who laid her career on the 
line in order to protect the religious 
freedom of those cadets who she felt 
were being intimidated, whether her 
actions were anti-Christian.

b 1630 

I would have asked whether he 
thinks that the kind of conduct which 
the superintendent of the Academy has 
already admitted occurred, which 
among other things had one cadet call-
ing another a ‘‘filthy Jew,’’ or when 
they had cadets who did not subscribe 
to a specific kind of Christianity being 
told that they were going to, ‘‘burn in 
hell,’’ I would have asked him whether 
or not the Chaplain’s objection to that 
kind of conduct was antiChristian? 

I would have suggested that when 
Mr. Whitaker, the official spokesman 
for the Academy indicated that he 
thought the problem at the Academy 
was one of ‘‘insensitivity and igno-
rance,’’ I would have asked whether or 
not, unfortunately, we did not often 
see those same qualities displayed else-
where, including on the floor of this 
House? 

And I would have suggested that I 
think his outburst, and the specific 
language he used, is perhaps a perfect 
example of why we need to pass the 
language in my amendment, which 
states, ‘‘coercive and abusive religious 
proselytizing at the United States Air 
Force Academy by officers assigned to 
duty at the Academy and others in the 
chain of command at the Academy, as 
has been reported, is inconsistent with 
the professionalism and standards re-
quired of those who serve at the Acad-
emy. 

And I would add, also, of those who 
serve in this House and speak on this 
floor. So those are the questions I 
would have asked. If the gentleman is 
withdrawing those words, fine, I think 
it is constructive that he do so. 

But, before I do that, I would, under 
my reservation, yield to the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. ISRAEL). 

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Chairman, the 
words that we heard, as unfortunate 
and as hurtful as they were, as the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) 
says, testimony for the passage of our 
amendment. 

I have never heard it suggested that 
by somehow saying that with a per-
sonal expression of religious observ-
ance and freedom, as the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) wrote in his 
amendment, as I included in my 
amendment, could somehow be charac-
terized in the way it just was. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I will just state 
for the record, with respect to the Air 
Force Academy, by one estimate, of 
the 117 Academy cadets, staff members 
and faculty members who complained 

about religious intimidation and pros-
elytizing, eight happened to be Jewish, 
one happens to be atheist, 10 happen to 
be Catholic, and all of the rest happen 
to be Protestants. 

So this is not being for or against 
any one faith, I would say to the gen-
tleman. This is about respect for all 
faiths. And that is why we offer this 
amendment, and that is why we believe 
now more than ever that it is critical 
that it be passed, and that the Amer-
ican people know that we embrace reli-
gious viewpoints in our military, but 
we also want respect for the spiritual 
values of all people. 

Mr. OBEY. Continuing my reserva-
tion, Mr. Chairman. I would simply say 
that perhaps the speech of my good 
friend from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) urging 
that we stop talking on this amend-
ment and get to the vote, perhaps his 
speech came 5 minutes too late. It is 
too bad, not too late, because if we had 
voted before the last speaker, the 
House would not have seen this unfor-
tunate event present itself. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I would simply say 
that I think perhaps the best thing to 
do in the interests of restoring a decent 
amount of civility and comity to the 
House this afternoon is for the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. HOSTETTLER) 
as he has suggested, to withdraw his 
words and for us to get onto a vote and 
pass this amendment to make quite 
clear that every Member of this House, 
save perhaps a few, recognize that we 
have an obligation to each and every 
cadet at the Air Force Academy, to see 
that they can practice their religion 
without fear of ridicule, without fear of 
condemnation, without fear of intimi-
dation by anyone else, be they Protes-
tant, Catholic, Jewish, Muslim, or any 
other religion that anyone of us can 
think of. 

This language in the committee bill, 
the language which we are restoring by 
my amendment, is an effort to protect 
all religions, all religions. I would ask 
for an aye vote when the amendment 
comes. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 

the words designated by the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. HOSTETTLER) are 
withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Indiana (Mr. HOSTETTLER) has 31⁄2 
minutes remaining.

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, 
when it comes to the assertions in the 
language of the bill, the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. OBEY) at this point, even the press 
has recently indicated the fallacious 
nature of those assertions. 

In the sense of Congress portion of 
the bill, the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. OBEY) states, ‘‘coercive and abu-
sive religious proselytizing at the 
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United States Air Force Academy by 
officers assigned to duty at the Acad-
emy and others in the chain of com-
mand at the Academy, as has been re-
ported, inconsistent with the profes-
sionalism and standards required of 
those who served at the Academy. 

Coercive and abusive religious pros-
elytizing, as has been reported. The 
American Heritage Dictionary, Second 
College Edition, defines the word 
‘‘proselytize’’ to mean, ‘‘to convert 
from one belief or faith to another.’’ 

Are the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. OBEY) and others providing one 
shred of evidence that there has been a 
forced conversion from one belief to 
another at the Air Force Academy? 
And if so, from what belief to what be-
lief did the abusive and coercive con-
version take place? 

No, there is not a single reported in-
cident of the proselytizing that the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) 
attempts to persuade us is gospel. 

Noting this, today’s issues of CQ 
Today, writing about this issue, speaks 
of our ‘‘spirited debate over whether 
Congress should speak out about re-
ports that some Christian officials at 
the U.S. Air Force Academy in Colo-
rado Springs, Colorado, coercively 
sought to proselytize non-Christian 
students.’’ 

Sought to proselytize, that is not 
what this debate or the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. OBEY) is about. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), as my 
chairman of the Authorizing Com-
mittee has stated earlier, has indicted, 
convicted and sentenced the leadership 
of the Academy, without any evidence, 
reported or otherwise, that coerced 
conversions have taken place at the 
Academy. 

And for that miscarriage of justice, 
Mr. Chairman, this amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
OBEY) should be defeated, and the un-
derlying amendment from the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER) 
adopted. 

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

(Mr. TURNER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Obey amendment and 
in favor of the Hunter amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, Jesus Christ is my 
Lord and Savior. Why do I rise in this 
body, on this floor at this time and 
make this statement about my per-
sonal religious faith? Because I can. 
Because it is inherent in the concept of 
democracy and our Constitution that 
we value the protections of freedom of 
speech, the freedom of religion, and the 
protection of the freedom of the prac-
tice of religion. 

Because of this, I can stand here 
today and make my statement of faith, 
just as any other Member of this body 
or any other citizen of this Nation can 
make their statement of faith, what-

ever their faith or religion may be, or 
they may make a statement of a lack 
of faith, a statement of having no be-
lief in any religion. 

Mr. Chairman, we value this so much 
that not only is it a right that we pro-
tect, but we further protect individuals 
from discrimination based upon their 
religion or their belief in no religion. 
This body has many times voted to en-
sure that no American is discriminated 
against based upon their religious faith 
or lack of religious faith. 

In ensuring that our laws against dis-
crimination are enforced, we do not 
need to pass additional laws that would 
undermine one of the basic tenets 
founding this country, which is the be-
lief in the free practice of religion, and 
the freedom of speech which includes 
the freedom of the expression of reli-
gious faith. 

Our men and women in uniform serve 
their country by serving in our mili-
tary. Their service is based upon an al-
legiance to our Constitution and its 
basic principles of freedom and liberty. 
We must never forget that many of our 
forefathers came here escaping coun-
tries that have laws and rules that re-
stricted the practices of certain types 
of religion. 

There are countries today where citi-
zens or members of government are re-
stricted and cannot stand, as I just did, 
stating their faith and belief in God. 
May there never be a time when a 
Member of Congress or our men in uni-
form may not freely and openly ac-
knowledge their God or express their 
faith and belief in their religion or 
openly acknowledge their lack of reli-
gious faith. 

The Obey amendment should be de-
feated. The Hunter amendment sup-
ports our freedoms and protections 
guaranteed by the Constitution. I 
strongly encourage my colleagues to 
support the Hunter amendment and op-
pose the Obey amendment.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, briefly I would note 
that what we have been objecting to is 
precisely the denial to some cadets at 
the Air Force Academy of the very 
freedom that the previous speaker pro-
claimed. 

No one has criticized anyone’s profes-
sion of his or her religion. The animus 
here, the gravimen of this charge is, 
that other people have been penalized 
for it, and the Superintendent to the 
Air Force Academy himself acknowl-
edged it. 

Now, I apologize for prolonging this, 
and I would say that when the chair-
man of the subcommittee, the former 
chairman of the full committee, the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) 
appealed for an end to the debate, he 
got acquiescence on this side. 

Two Members on his side decided to 
prolong it. I wish that others had fol-
lowed our example. But since they have 
not, I do think that things have to be 
answered. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY). 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to take 
more than 30 seconds. I simply want to 
reiterate what the Obey amendment 
does before us, restores, almost word 
for word, the original language of the 
committee bill. What that language 
tries to do is to assure the full protec-
tion of, well let me put it another way, 
because this is a sense of the Congress 
language. 

What we attempt to do is to put the 
Congress on record squarely, as saying 
that we want every cadet, regardless of 
religion, to be able to fully practice 
their religion without intimidation, 
without ridicule, without restraint. 

That is what we are trying to do. I 
think it speaks for itself. If people do 
not believe the Congress should stand 
for that, then they can vote against the 
amendment. If they do, I would appre-
ciate a yes vote. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, in closing, I would repeat 
what has been said before, but appar-
ently with sufficient clarity, I guess. 
The one person, who more than any 
other, was penalized for speaking out 
in this matter, in defense of the prin-
ciples that the previous speaker articu-
lated was a chaplain, the chaplain who 
was sent to Okinawa in a punitive 
transfer, and I know people have said 
that the Air Force gave different rea-
sons for that. I do not think anyone 
really believes that. 

It is clear that she was transferred 
for punitive reasons, because she spoke 
out against what she thought was an 
inappropriate set of actions against 
people’s freedom of religion. She was, 
as we said and is, a chaplain. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to my friend, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MARKEY). 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, this issue has a spe-
cial relevance to each of us because, we 
actually name the young men and 
women who go to these academies. And 
each of us take this responsibility with 
a great deal of responsibility. 

And to the parents who entrust these 
children, these young men and woman, 
to us and through us to the academies, 
there is an expectation that regardless 
of the religion of any of these families, 
that they will, on the one hand, be able 
to fully practice their religion, but at 
the same time they will also be free 
from coercion of other religions as they 
leave home for the first time.

b 1645 

So we have, I think, the greatest re-
sponsibility because we play a role in 
selecting these young men and women 
to ensure that they are protected and 
that their parents, their families, back 
home are protected from the beliefs 
which they are sent with being at-
tacked or undermined by those that do 
not respect the beliefs that those 
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young people brought with them. So I 
agree that this amendment is abso-
lutely essential and that the statement 
must come from this body of all bodies 
on this most important of issues.

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

At the risk of unnecessarily con-
tinuing this debate, I must stand in op-
position to the Obey amendment and in 
favor of the Hunter amendment. 

The words ‘‘coercive and abusive 
proselytizing’’ are particularly trou-
bling. I too am a Christian and one of 
the basic tenets of my faith is that I 
must share that faith. I am instructed 
to go and tell. And the going and tell-
ing of that involves looking someone 
face to face and explaining the tenets 
of my religion, one of which is a heaven 
and a hell. 

If I were to do that on the Air Force 
Academy, then I could be accused of 
abusive and coercive proselytizing and 
be charged, and that is not the case. Of 
course, were that charge to be made, 
then I would make a charge of the reli-
gious intolerance of the person that 
made that charge against me. We seem 
to get into a loop here that does not 
make any sense. 

Both sides want freedom of religion. 
Both sides want freedom of expression 
of religion. The Hunter amendment 
calls for doing it in a way that allows 
for a due process on the campus to con-
tinue, all of the studies and reviews to 
get done. The Obey amendment unfor-
tunately is a ready-aim-fire approach 
that I stand in opposition to.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today in support of Ranking Mem-
ber OBEY’s amendment, which seeks to pro-
tect religious freedom at the Air Force Acad-
emy. This amendment condemns coercive or 
abusive proselytizing at the Academy and re-
affirms that the military must be a place of tol-
erance for all faiths and backgrounds. Indeed, 
we hold our nation to high ideals of religious 
freedom and this amendment ensures that the 
Air Force Academy meets these ideals. 

Thankfully, this issue of infringement on reli-
gious freedom was reported by cadets at the 
Academy. The Los Angeles Times reported on 
April 20, 2005, that an atmosphere existed on 
the campus of the U.S. Air Force Academy 
that appeared to tolerate disrespectful treat-
ment of persons who were not evangelicals. 
Air Force officials have acknowledged the 
problem, which initially surfaced in early May 
2004 when a survey of present and former ca-
dets revealed that some students felt that 
‘born-again’ Christians received favorable 
treatment and that persons of faith that did not 
consider themselves born-again had been ver-
bally abused. These reports are unacceptable; 
truly we can not tolerate even the hint of reli-
gious intolerance or persecution anywhere in 
our nation, but especially not in any sector of 
our Armed Forces. Our brave men and 
women in the Armed Forces are fighting and 
in many cases are dying to protect the idea of 
religious freedom for all Iraqis, it would be a 
true shame if religious intolerance were given 
even the slightest legitimacy here in the 
United States. At this time when recruitment 
levels are low we do not need to send out the 

message that anyone who joins the Air Force 
Academy and is not a strong evangelical 
Christian may face persecution. 

I was disappointed by the words heard on 
the floor by one Republican that Democrats 
are declaring war on Christians; thankfully he 
decided to strike this offensive statement from 
the record. However, he brings up an issue 
that must be addressed despite its out-
rageousness. The simple truth is that Demo-
crats are supporting this amendment to 
strengthen the voice of religion, not weaken it. 
I affirm the tolerance of all religions. As Demo-
crats we believe that all faiths have a right to 
practice freely and share their beliefs. This 
freedom of religion strengthens and gives 
voice to the entire faith community. The Obey 
amendment is not any radical measure, it sim-
ply states that: ‘‘(1) the expression of personal 
religious faith is welcome in the United States 
military, but coercive and abusive religious 
proselytizing at the United States Air Force 
Academy by officers assigned to duty at the 
Academy and others in the chain-of-command 
at the Academy, as has been reported, is in-
consistent with the professionalism and stand-
ards required of those who serve at the Acad-
emy; (2) the military must be a place of toler-
ance for all faiths and backgrounds; and (3) 
the Secretary of the Air Force and other ap-
propriate civilian authorities, and the Chief of 
Staff of the Air Force and other appropriate 
military authorities, must continue to undertake 
corrective action, as appropriate, to address 
and remedy the inappropriate proselytizing of 
cadets at the Air Force Academy.’’ It also calls 
for the Secretary of the Air Force to develop 
a plan ‘‘to ensure that the Air Force Academy 
maintains a climate free from coercive reli-
gious intimidation and inappropriate proselyt-
izing by Air Force officials and others in the 
chain-of-command at the Air Force Academy. 
The Secretary shall work with experts and 
other recognized notable persons in the area 
of pastoral care and religious tolerance to de-
velop the plan.’’ 

Clearly, the requirements of this amendment 
are not burdensome or complex, but they are 
necessary. This amendment gives peace of 
mind to all students who enter the Air Force 
Academy that they will not face intimidation 
when making choices about their faith. Truly, 
this is an American ideal and we can never 
stray from that path.

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of the Obey amendment and opposition to the 
Hunter amendment. 

Religious freedom is bedrock principle for 
which the United States stands, and which the 
military is meant to defend. 

Unfortunately the environment at the U.S. 
Air Force Academy appears consumed by reli-
gious intolerance. 

Some chaplains encourage cadets to con-
vert their colleagues to Christianity. 

And one has publicly declared that cadets 
who do not accept proselytization will ‘‘burn in 
the fires of hell.’’ 

The football coach is reported to use his po-
sition to urge players to go to church and to 
be Christians. 

He even went so far as to put a banner in 
the Academy football team locker room read-
ing ‘‘I am a Christian first and last. I am a 
member of Team Jesus Christ.’’ 

Cadets who do not go to church are orga-
nized into groups called ‘‘Heathen Flights’’ by 
their cadet officers. 

And high ranking officers, including the 
Commandant of Cadets, have given the Acad-
emy’s official sanction to religious events 
geared towards promoting Christianity, includ-
ing screenings of ‘‘The Passion of the Christ.’’ 

The problem is so pervasive that the 
Superinendent of the Academy, Lt. General 
Rosa, publicly acknowledged it in a speech to 
the Anti-Defamation League. 

It is appalling that the young men and 
women who volunteer to defend our Nation 
should be subject to religious harassment and 
intolerance of this kind. 

It clearly violates the Constitution. And it un-
dermines the unity of the armed forces. 

If this were going on at University of Colo-
rado, students could easily just ignore it as 
they probably do almost everything else the 
school tells them. 

But Air Force cadets are members of the 
miltary and part of the chain of command, and 
all that entails. 

The Academy tells cadets when to wake up 
and go to sleep, when to eat, how to dress, 
where to go and when to go there, when they 
can leave campus and how they must behave. 

If the cadets ignore their superiors on any of 
these issues they would be sternly disciplined. 

This is why it is critical that the officers and 
staff at the Air Force Academy not be per-
mitted to inappropriately press their religious 
beliefs onto their cadets.

This is where the coercion that Mr. 
HOSTETTLER was asking about takes place. 

The military has a special obligation to en-
sure that its members do not abuse the ex-
traordinary influence that chain of command 
gives them. 

Clearly, that has not been the case at the 
Air Force academy. And now Congress has a 
duty to address these concerns. 

When the Constitution of the United States 
is being disregarded in such blatant fashion 
we have no choice. We must act. 

For that reason I applaud the leadership of 
Ranking Member OBEY and the members of 
the Appropriations Committee. 

The language they included clearly ex-
presses our objection to these practices, and 
demands a plan of action from the Air Force 
Secretary. 

I also want to commend my colleague Mr. 
ISRAEL for offering this same language in the 
Armed Services Committee. 

Last month I, along with 45 of my col-
leagues, sent a letter to the Air Force Sec-
retary asking for a thorough and public inves-
tigation. 

I am pleased to know that the Air Force’s in-
ternal investigation of these issues will soon 
be complete. This is a good first step. 

Unfortunately there has been a history at 
the Air Force Academy of trying to cover up 
embarrassing scandals rather than deal with 
them. 

It took considerable Congressional pressure 
to force the Air Force and the Academy to 
take the matter of sexual harassment and as-
sault seriously. 

The Academy’s initial response to the issue 
of religious freedom has not inspired con-
fidence that they are acting differently here. 

One Academy chaplain, Captain Melinda 
Morton, pressed hard for changes to ensure 
religious tolerance and was recently removed 
from her post and her reassignment has the 
appearance of the Air Force punishing an offi-
cer for looking after the spiritual well-being 
and constitutional rights of all the cadets. 
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So the Congress clearly has enough infor-

mation to take the step included in this bill. 
The language in this bill will send an unmis-

takable signal to the Air Force that we are 
watching, and we will not allow them to sweep 
this under the rug. 

We should not dilute it by passing the 
Hunter amendment. I urge my colleagues to 
oppose it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) to 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) to 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER) 
will be postponed. 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of this bill which I am pleased to see 
includes an additional $20 million for 
the Department of Defense Family Ad-
vocacy Program. 

In an era of extended and repeated 
deployments, our military families are 
under more strain than ever before and 
the services of the Family Advocacy 
Program are desperately needed. 

DOD has made progress in its efforts 
to prevent domestic violence, but I 
hope that some of this additional fund-
ing will also be used to strengthen 
intervention programs which are still 
in need of improvement. 

As important as the Family Advo-
cacy Program is, let me stress that it 
is only one part of the total domestic 
violence prevention and response effort 
envisioned by the Defense Task Force 
on Domestic Violence in its 2003 final 
report. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues in the future to ensure that 
the recommendations of the task force 
are fully implemented and that our 
military families get what they de-
serve. I would like to thank the sub-
committee chairman and my good 
friend, the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
THA), for recognizing that there re-
mains significant work to be done on 
this issue and for making the safety 
and well-being of military spouses and 
children a top priority in this bill. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to enter into a 
colloquy with the chairman of the sub-
committee on the subject of the De-
fense POW/Missing Persons Office. 

It has come to my attention, Mr. 
Chairman, that the Defense POW/Miss-
ing Persons Office, the DPMO, has re-
ceived complaints from such groups as 
the National League of Families of 
American Prisoners and Missing in 

Southeast Asia and the organization of 
Korea/Cold War Families of the Miss-
ing. In particular these groups object 
to the DPMO’s action in the following 
areas: 

one, the manner in which they have 
developed policy without substantive 
interagency integration and dismiss 
Vietnam’s ability to provide answers; 

two, their hostility towards the POW/
MIA families; 

three, their attempt to take total 
control of the League of Families’ an-
nual meetings and operations of the 
Joint POW/MIA Account Command; 

four, the use of the COIN Assist fund 
as a leveraging mechanism to control 
agenda of the League of Families. 

I specifically ask that a report be 
completed assessing the level of co-
operation and interaction between the 
Defense POW/Missing Persons Office 
with the National League of Families 
of American Prisoners and Missing in 
Southeast Asia and the Organization of 
Korea/Cold War Families of the Miss-
ing and all other members of those or-
ganizations, particularly with respect 
to compliance with all applicable pro-
visions of law. Further, I ask that the 
report be included in the Statement of 
Managers to accompany the conference 
report for this bill, H.R. 2863. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. I yield to the 
gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I understand the concerns, and 
the gentleman and I have spoken at 
length about these issues and I am 
equally concerned as is he. And I think 
it is appropriate that we do ask for 
such a report; and when we meet with 
the Senate for conference on this bill, 
we will seek to include such a report. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. I thank the 
chairman. 

I would ask unanimous consent to in-
sert certain documents into the 
RECORD. These documents represent 
and outline the various frustrations 
and concerns of the National League of 
Families of American Prisoners and 
Missing in Southeast Asia and should 
be considered and addressed by the Of-
fice of the Secretary of Defense and 
their report. 

I believe this report must reflect a 
comprehensive study of DPMO’s guid-
ance and policy initiatives. I am par-
ticularly concerned that the concerns 
of the National League of Families be 
seriously addressed. A report that 
merely waxes over such differences as a 
‘‘family feud’’ would not be found ac-
ceptable.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. I yield to the 
gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I certainly 
agree to work with the gentleman on 
this matter to have a satisfactory con-
clusion. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. I thank the 
chairman again. 

I ask that upon completion of this re-
port that it be submitted to the House 

Committee on Appropriations, the 
House Committee on Armed Services, 
and that it be made available to the 
personal offices of all members of the 
POW/MIA congressional caucus. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. I yield to the 
gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. I thank the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. DEAL) for 
yielding. I thank my colleague and 
good friend, the chairman, for allowing 
this time. 

As co-chair of the Congressional 
POW/MIA Caucus I appreciate the lead-
ership of the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. DEAL) on this issue. 

The POW-MIA Caucus recognizes 
that policy coordination and coopera-
tion must include not only congres-
sional oversight but also a continued 
strong working relationship with non-
governmental organizations such as 
those you have talked about, the Na-
tional League of American Prisoners 
and Missing in Southeast Asia, the Or-
ganization of Korea/Cold War Families 
of Missing. 

It is the members of these organiza-
tions and others like them who stand 
to gain the most by the implementa-
tion of government policy. The elimi-
nation of nongovernmental organiza-
tion participation in this process would 
impede progress, and the caucus sup-
ports the leadership of the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. DEAL) on this issue 
and looks forward to working with the 
Defense POW/Missing Persons Office, 
the committees of jurisdiction, and 
these organizations to ensure that our 
shared goals are met. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. I thank the 
chairman of the subcommittee, and I 
look forward to working with him on 
this issue in conference. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. PELOSI 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Ms. PELOSI:
At the end of title IX, insert the following 

new section:
SEC. lll. (a) Not later than 30 days after 

the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
President shall transmit to the Speaker and 
minority leader of the House of Representa-
tives and the majority leader and minority 
leader of the Senate a report on a strategy 
for success in Iraq that identifies criteria to 
be used by the Government of the United 
States to determine when it is appropriate to 
begin the withdrawal of United States 
Armed Forces from Iraq. 

(b) The report shall include a detailed de-
scription of each of the following: 

(1) The criteria for assessing the capabili-
ties and readiness of Iraqi security forces, 
goals for achieving appropriate capability 
and readiness levels for such forces, as well 
as for recruiting, training, and equipping 
such forces, and the milestones and time-
table for achieving such goals. 

(2) The estimated total number of Iraqi 
personnel trained at the levels identified in 
paragraph (1) that are needed for Iraqi secu-
rity forces to perform duties currently being 
undertaken by United States and coalition 
forces, including defending Iraq’s borders and 
providing adequate levels of law and order 
throughout Iraq. 
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(3) The number of United States and coali-

tion advisors needed to support Iraqi secu-
rity forces and associated ministries. 

(4) The measures of political stability for 
Iraq, including the important political mile-
stones to be achieved over the next several 
years. 

(c) The report shall be transmitted in un-
classified form but may contain a classified 
annex. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order against 
the amendment.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I regret 
that a point of order was raised, but I 
do want to commend the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) for his out-
standing leadership to protect our 
country. He is a champion for national 
security, a champion for our troops. I 
respect him enormously. I wish he had 
not raised this point of order. 

I want to commend the chairman of 
the full committee, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LEWIS), who is in 
the Chamber right now, for his distin-
guished leadership on behalf of Amer-
ica’s troops and on behalf of our na-
tional security. They have worked in a 
bipartisan manner with our distin-
guished ranking member, former chair 
of the subcommittee, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA). By 
working together with the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LEWIS) in the last 
session of Congress and on an ongoing 
basis with the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. YOUNG), they have really tried 
very hard to provide our troops with 
what they need to do their job and to 
come home safely and soon. 

I also want to recognize the out-
standing leadership of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the rank-
ing member of the full committee, 
former chair of the committee. I think 
these four gentleman have worked very 
closely together, removed the doubt in 
anyone’s minds that we understand our 
obligation under the Constitution to 
provide for the common defense and 
they help us honor that commitment. I 
thank them all. 

The legislation that we are consid-
ering today contains in it another $45 
billion for the war in Iraq that has al-
ready consumed nearly $200 billion, 
ended the lives of over 1,700 of our 
troops, and thousands more Iraqis, and 
changed forever the lives of tens of 
thousands more who have been wound-
ed in that war. 

They were sent into the war without 
the intelligence about where they were 
going, what they were going to con-
front, without adequate equipment to 
protect them and without a plan for 
what would happen after the fall of 
Baghdad. 

As I referenced earlier, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LEWIS), 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
MURTHA), the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. YOUNG), and the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) have fought hard, 
especially the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LEWIS) and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) last 
year in the defense Committee on Ap-

propriations to correct the inadequacy 
of the equipment they had. 

Many of us have visited with soldiers 
in Iraq. Some of them are on their sec-
ond tour of duty. I conveyed to these 
brave soldiers, as I have to soldiers in 
hospitals here and abroad, how grateful 
the American people are to them for 
their valor, for their patriotism, for 
the sacrifices they are willing to make 
for our country. They have performed 
their duties with great courage and 
skill, and we are deeply in their debt. 

Disagreement with the policies that 
sent our troops to Iraq and which keep 
them in danger today in no way dimin-
ishes the respect and admiration that 
we have for our troops. Sadly, the level 
of their sacrifice has not been met by a 
level of language by the administra-
tion, and now the American people 
agree that this war is not making us 
safer. 

Republican Senator Robert Taft of 
Ohio, who in time became the Repub-
lican leader in the United States Sen-
ate, had this to say about our duty in 
time of war as Members of Congress. 
He said, ‘‘Criticism in time of war is es-
sential to the maintenance of a gov-
erning democracy.’’ 

He was a Republican. This was World 
War II. He was a Republican in the 
Senate. He said that, and he was right. 

It is in that spirit that I disagree 
with those Republicans who continue 
the course of action that we are on 
now. When we went into this war, it 
was a war of choice. President Bush 
sent us into a war of choice, a preemp-
tive war. When you have a war, you 
have to go in with the preparation that 
you have. But when it is a war of 
choice, you have an increased responsi-
bility to be prepared and to have a plan 
for what happens after the fall of, in 
this case Baghdad, but we have not.

b 1700 
Vice President CHENEY at the time 

said that our troops would be met with 
rose petals. Instead, they were met 
with rocket-propelled grenades. 

Under Secretary Wolfowitz said that 
this is a country that can easily afford 
its own reconstruction and soon, and 
the U.S. taxpayer is still paying the 
tab. 

This is a war that each passing day 
confirms what I have said before and I 
will say again, that this war in Iraq is 
a grotesque mistake. It is not making 
America safer and the American people 
know it. 

Early on, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. MURTHA) said what a 
Democratic, what a bipartisan proposal 
should be as far as going into Iraq, that 
with the fall of Baghdad, we should 
move quickly to Iraqtize, to turn the 
security of Iraq over to the Iraqis. We 
should internationalize, that we should 
form the diplomatic alliances in the re-
gion for the Iraqi government so that 
our troops could accomplish their goals 
militarily with the help of diplomacy. 
It simply cannot be done alone. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. MURTHA), in leading our House 

Democrats on this issue, said that we 
should energize, we must turn on the 
light, we must have reconstruction in 
Iraq, and because of some of the poor 
planning or lack of planning, the re-
construction has taken much longer, is 
much more costly, and again, the secu-
rity is making it almost impossible. 

You cannot go forward with the so-
cial services and the rest unless you 
have a secure Iraq. You cannot have it 
be secure and bring our troops home 
unless you turn over that security re-
sponsibility to the Iraqis. 

So we go to a place where we should 
expect the least Congress should do is 
to insist that the President provide the 
details on how it will be determined 
when the responsibility for Iraq’s secu-
rity can be turned over to the Iraqis 
and how Iraq’s economic and political 
stability will be assessed. That is what 
my amendment would have done, 
would do, if it were made in order. 

The failure by the President and his 
administration to plan adequately for 
the conduct of war to date has made it 
all the more imperative that Congress 
ensure the planning be done com-
petently for bringing our troops home. 
If our troops are to leave when the mis-
sion has succeeded, we need to know 
how success will be defined. 

Despite the manner in which the ad-
ministration has chosen to fund the 
war, relying totally on supplemental 
appropriations up until now, as though 
it was a surprise that keeping hundreds 
of thousands of military personnel in 
and near Iraq would have a cost, our 
commitment in Iraq cannot be open-
ended. Congress should have insisted 
long ago that the limits on that com-
mitment be publicly shared and well 
understood. 

The Iraq money in this bill is de-
scribed as a bridge fund. Congress and 
the American people have a right to 
ask: A bridge to what? A bridge to 
where? The report required by my 
amendment would have built on the re-
port request in the recently enacted 
supplemental appropriations bill and 
help answer that question, and that re-
quest was agreed to in a bipartisan 
way. This is really an endorsement of 
that, taking it from report language, 
putting it into law and raising its pro-
file so the administration knows that 
it must answer those questions in the 
supplemental. 

Republicans apparently prefer to 
keep their heads in the sand and con-
tinue to provide money for the Iraq 
War with no questions asked. 

Congress did not discharge its re-
sponsibility to oversee these policies at 
the start of the war, and it has not 
done so since. The American people de-
serve better. More importantly, Mr. 
Chairman, our troops who serve in 
harm’s way deserve better. They are 
owed more by those who sent them 
there than lack of planning. 

We must do everything in our power 
to honor our obligation to our troops. 
Only then will we be fulfilling our re-
sponsibility.
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POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I make a point of order against 
the amendment because it proposes to 
change existing law and constitutes 
legislation in an appropriations bill, 
and therefore, violates clause 2 of rule 
XXI. 

The rule states in pertinent part: 
‘‘An amendment to a general appro-
priation bill shall not be in order if 
changing existing law.’’ 

The amendment gives affirmative di-
rection. I ask for a ruling from the 
Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
woman wish to be heard on the point of 
order? 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I do have 
a question to follow up on the distin-
guished gentleman’s point of order, and 
that is, almost the same language was 
contained in the supplemental that 
passed the House a few weeks ago, and 
I do not know why the criteria that he 
establishes here for my amendment 
would not have then applied then and if 
that, in fact, does not serve as a model 
for us now. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule on the point of order. 

The Chair finds that this amendment 
includes language imparting direction 
to the President. The amendment, 
therefore, constitutes legislation in 
violation of clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The point of order is sustained, and 
the amendment is not in order.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DOGGETT 
Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. DOGGETT:
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following:
TITLE X—ADDITIONAL GENERAL 

PROVISIONS 
SEC. 10001. None of the funds made avail-

able in this Act may be used for activities in 
Uzbekistan.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, this 
Defense bill has many good aspects, 
but I believe that it does contain at 
least one soft spot that undermines the 
high level of security that our families 
demand. 

The safety of our families is just too 
important to be dependent on the word 
of a terrorist. Unfortunately, that is 
what this administration has done in a 
little known corner of the world called 
Uzbekistan. In a desperate search for 
allies against terrorism, the adminis-
tration has actually teamed up with 
the chief terrorist in that far away 
land, its President Islam Karimov. 

Before the Bush administration be-
friended him, Mr. Karimov was known 
for his rather peculiar habit of boiling 
alive some of the local opponents to his 
police state. In what President Bush’s 
own State Department described in 
February as an atmosphere of repres-
sion, where torture was common, other 
favored methods of dealing with dif-
fering opinion in Uzbekistan includes 
suffocation, electric shock, rape, sex-
ual abuse. However, beating, according 

to the State Department, is the most 
commonly reported method of torture. 

Another tactic that perhaps Mr. 
Karimov learned through his earlier 
tenure on the Soviet Politburo is the 
practice of having local political and 
human rights activists declared insane 
to stop their activities. A woman in 
Tashkent, for example, was committed 
to a psychiatric hospital, apparently in 
part for asking that her neighbors’ 
taxes be reduced. Radio Free Europe 
and Radio Liberty reported that tor-
ture, and the fear of it, may even serve 
as the primary tool of controlling soci-
ety in Uzbekistan. 

Most recently, the Uzbek dictator 
participated in what is known as 
‘‘Bloody Friday,’’ where hundreds of 
men, women and children were mur-
dered on May 13. Since then, he has 
successfully led efforts to thwart any 
independent investigation. 

The New York Times reported on 
Saturday that ‘‘Uzbek Ministries in 
Crackdown Received U.S. Aid.’’ The 
United States has provided extensive 
aid to the very Uzbek ministries and 
the types of units that took part in 
this murderous May 13 crackdown. 

To those who say, well, ‘‘he is a thug 
but he is our thug,’’ I would say that 
this is no way to ensure the protection 
of our families. Even to those in this 
administration whose interest in 
human rights has waned significantly 
in recent years, I would say that when 
you place the future of our families in 
the hands of someone who can cling to 
power only by killing, maiming, and 
boiling his opponents, you place our fu-
ture in very unreliable hands, and we 
already have another example of this 
thug’s unreliability. 

Mr. Karimov’s decision recently to 
deny nighttime flights and heavy cargo 
flights into our K–2 air base in south-
ern Uzbekistan. Apparently, these re-
strictions result from the fact that Mr. 
Karimov is peeved at the Bush admin-
istration because they have not yet 
spent all the $42.5 billion appropriated 
for the K–2 base, and they just soft-ped-
aled international criticism of the lat-
est round of murders, instead of ful-
filling his desire that they remind the 
world what a big buddy of America he 
is. 

Undoubtedly, he will be happier with 
the decision of Secretary Rumsfeld, re-
ported last week in The Washington 
Post, to squelch a call by all the other 
defense ministers of NATO for a trans-
parent, independent, and international 
probe of the Bloody Friday murders. 

During the Memorial Day recess, 
three Republican Senators took an 
uninvited trip to Uzbekistan where 
they received firsthand reports of the 
shocking increase in Mr. Karimov’s 
violent repression. All three of these 
Republicans have called for a funda-
mental change in our dealings with the 
Uzbek people and have suggested that 
we should reconsider long-term com-
mitments. This amendment will ac-
complish just that. 

As to the form of the amendment, 
our House rules, as we just saw with 

the amendment offered by the minority 
leader when she was thwarted in an ef-
fort to get information about Iraq, se-
verely limit our ability to address this 
concern. Therefore, this particular 
amendment is simply worded, ‘‘Stop all 
expenditures immediately.’’ 

I have another version I would be 
pleased to offer, giving the administra-
tion more of the flexibility that it is 
always so eager to have, but whatever 
the specific language, I am confident 
that the conferees, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) and 
the people from the Senate can make 
any modifications they deem necessary 
to this amendment to ensure the or-
derly removal of what was supposed to 
be a temporary presence in Uzbekistan 
and to provide emergency reentry 
should this be absolutely necessary in 
the war on terrorism. 

My only goal is the recognition that 
the United States cannot lead in the 
fight on terrorism by funding a ter-
rorist. Our association with thugs like 
Karimov in Uzbekistan does not en-
hance our security. It jeopardizes that 
security. We should adopt this amend-
ment because, in short, the Bush ad-
ministration’s terrorist in Tashkent is 
a security risk. We risk our security by 
the bad company Mr. Rumsfeld is keep-
ing.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment. 

The gentleman, in his own discus-
sion, has talked about the K–2 airfield. 
Afghanistan being one of the battle-
fields in the global war on terrorism. It 
is extremely important in order for 
that war to be successful. 

K–2 airfield in Uzbekistan is impor-
tant to our functioning in Afghanistan. 
It is the logistical center where we get 
things from here to Afghanistan that 
need to get from here to Afghanistan. 

This amendment is a one sentence 
amendment and says none of the funds 
can be spent in Uzbekistan. We cannot 
afford not to have the K–2 airfield in 
the global war on terror and especially 
the Afghanistan battlefield in that 
war.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I would direct the gentleman, the 
chairman, for whom I have profound 
respect, to an editorial that appeared 
today in The Weekly Standard, which 
indicates that President Karzai of Af-
ghanistan is more than willing to pro-
vide the bases necessary that the gen-
tleman alludes to for the global war on 
terror, and I dare say I would much 
prefer to do business with President 
Karzai than with this gentleman here 
who is Islam Karimov. 

He is the dictator who runs 
Uzbekistan, which is a Nation of some 
25 million in central Asia, about the 
size of California. He is a murderer and 
he is a thug. He holds in his gulag some 
6,000 political prisoners. He will not 
allow opposition parties, making any 
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elections a farce. He restricts freedom 
of religion. There is no free press, and 
as my friend from Texas indicated, he 
recently ordered the slaughter of hun-
dreds of innocent civilians who were 
protesting the systemic abuse of funda-
mental human rights, but maybe they 
were lucky. At least they were not 
boiled alive in water. 

This thug has created a culture of 
torture, and it has been reported in 
media outlets that the CIA has sent re-
calcitrant individuals there under the 
so-called rendition concept, to torture 
them and to provide intelligence in the 
war on terrorism. 

Now we know that Saddam has been 
alluded to as the butcher of Baghdad. I 
would suggest that Islam Karimov can 
appropriately be described as the ty-
rant of Tashkent.

b 1715 

As the gentleman from Texas said, 
we have a problem. Karimov is a thug, 
but he is our thug. This photo to my 
right depicts him with Secretary of De-
fense Rumsfeld who has praised the 
thug’s wonderful cooperation with the 
United States, and it was President 
Bush’s former Secretary of the Treas-
ury who expressed admiration of the 
thug’s, and I am quoting here, ‘‘very 
keen intellect and deep passion for im-
proving the lives of his people.’’ I pre-
sume he did not read the Department 
of State’s human rights reports enu-
merating the abuses that the people of 
Uzbekistan endure on a regular basis. 

In his inaugural address, President 
Bush promised oppressed people that 
we would not excuse your oppressors, 
and when you stand for liberty, we will 
stand with you, and one day this un-
tamed fire of freedom will reach the 
darkest corner of this world. 

Well, I would suggest that now is the 
time to go to that dark corner of the 
world called Uzbekistan and say 
enough. We can begin by cutting off 
aid, both military and economic, to 
this thug. We should begin to walk the 
democratic walk and not just indulge 
in the democratic rhetoric because in 
the end, it is in our best interest as 
well as the people of Uzbekistan. 

A recent GAO report said, ‘‘Recent 
polling data show that anti-Ameri-
canism is spreading and deepening 
around the world. Such anti-American 
sentiments can increase foreign public 
support for terrorism directed against 
Americans, impact the cost and effec-
tiveness of military operations, weak-
ening the United States’ ability to 
align with other nations in pursuit of 
common policy objectives, and dampen 
foreign publics’ enthusiasm for U.S. 
business services and products.’’ 

Given how we are supporting this 
particular thug, is it any wonder that 
we are being charged with hypocrisy 
and that people doubt the President’s 
words. This perceived hypocrisy hurts 
us. It undermines our credibility. And 
as de Tocqueville said, America is 
great because America is good and if 
America ever ceases to be good and not 

express its values, then we lose our 
greatness.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I wanted to rise in strong support of 
the Doggett amendment. Members un-
derstand why in the immediate after-
math of 9/11, when the United States 
was preparing to overthrow the 
Taliban regime in Afghanistan, coun-
tries like Kazakhstan and 
Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan were 
considered important allies in the war 
on terrorism. But even then, Members 
expressed caution about tying U.S. in-
terests too closely to these government 
which have consistently poor human 
rights records. 

This is especially true in the case of 
Uzbekistan where the Karimov govern-
ment, in the past few months, has 
wielded power with a particularly 
bloody hand. According to the Inter-
national Crisis Group, on May 13 and 
14, the government brutally suppressed 
a popular uprising in the eastern city 
of Andijan, ostensibly to quell a revolt 
of Islamic extremists. But instead, over 
750 unarmed civilians, many of them 
children, were massacred. 

More recently, on June 16, Human 
Rights Watch reported that a four-per-
son delegation from the International 
Helsinki Federation visiting the east-
ern region were detained and forced to 
leave the region. This is just the latest 
attack against human rights defenders 
in Uzbekistan. In the wake of the 
Andijan massacre, the Uzbek govern-
ment has been targeting human rights 
defenders and opposition leaders for ar-
rest, beatings, intimidation and other 
brutal acts. This House cannot stand 
by silently and support such brutality. 
We cannot continue with business as 
usual and issue another blank check 
for Uzbekistan. 

Mr. Chairman, I include for the 
RECORD a copy of the Human Rights 
Watch report titled ‘‘Uzbekistan: 
Rights Defenders Targeted After Mas-
sacre.’’

UZBEKISTAN: RIGHTS DEFENDERS TARGETED 
AFTER MASSACRE 

In the wake of the Andijan massacre, the 
Uzbek government is targeting human rights 
defenders and opposition activists for arrest, 
beatings and intimidation, Human Rights 
Watch said today. 

‘‘The government harassment of human 
rights defenders is a transparent attempt to 
hide the truth about what happened in 
Andijan,’’ said Holly Cartner, Europe and 
Central Asia director at Human Rights 
Watch. 

Human Rights Watch has documented evi-
dence of a government cover up in Andijan 
following the government’s use of excessive 
force against demonstrators there on May 13. 
Human Rights Watch has labeled the inci-
dent a massacre. 

The Uzbek government has a longstanding 
record of harsh treatment of human rights 
activists and political opponents. In just the 
past two weeks, Uzbek authorities have ar-
rested at least 10 human rights defenders and 
opposition activists in Andijan and other cit-
ies on trumped up charges. Others have been 
beaten by unknown assailants, threatened by 
local authorities, and placed under house ar-
rest. 

Officials involved in these incidents made 
specific reference to the defenders’ human 
rights activities, including their work docu-
menting the killings in Andijan. In Tashkent 
and Jizzakh, numerous human rights activ-
ists have been questioned about the events in 
Andijan and threatened with arrest or crimi-
nal charges should they engage in dem-
onstrations or other public activities. 

On May 31, a coalition of Uzbek rights de-
fenders issued a plea for help. The group 
wrote to the United Nations, the Organiza-
tion for Security and Cooperation in Europe, 
and the European Parliament stating that 
persecution of Uzbek rights activists and op-
position members has increased since the 
Andijan killings. 

‘‘We are deeply troubled by this growing 
crackdown on human rights defenders,’’ 
Cartner said. ‘‘The international community 
must intervene to stop this campaign and 
ensure the safety of human rights activists 
in Uzbekistan.’’ 

Human Rights Watch has gathered infor-
mation, including firsthand testimony, con-
cerning 16 separate incidents of arrests, beat-
ings, preventative detention and other in-
timidation of activists and opposition party 
members during the past three weeks, in-
cluding many in Andjian province. 

On Tuesday, June 7, Andijan police de-
tained Hamdam Sulaimonov, deputy chair-
man of the Fergana Valley branch of the op-
position party Birlik (‘‘Unity’’). After 
searching Sulaimonov’s home, police seized 
his computer. He was interrogated about the 
distribution of a statement about the 
Andijan events by Birlik party chairman 
Abdurakhim Polat during a U.S. Helsinki 
Commission briefing on Uzbekistan in Wash-
ington on May 19. Sulaimonov was released 
on bail, but yesterday was summoned for ad-
ditional interrogation. 

On June 3, police arrested Mizaffarmizo 
Iskhakov, a longtime human rights defender 
and head of the Andijan branch of the human 
rights group Ezgulik (‘‘Goodness’’). Police 
seized human rights publications and a com-
puter during a search of Iskhakov’s home on 
June 2. Iskhakov was released on bail on 
Monday, but police retained his passport and 
ordered him not to leave the city. 

On June 2, Andijan police also arrested 
Nurmukhammad Azizov and Akbar Oripov of 
the Andijan branch of Birlik. During 
searches of the men’s homes, police con-
fiscated human rights publications and com-
puters containing a copy of the Birlik state-
ment about the events in Andijan. Azizov 
and Oripov remain in custody.

On May 28, authorities in Andjian arrested 
two members of the Markhamat district 
branch of Ezgulik: the chairman, Dilmurod 
Muhiddinov, and Musozhon Bobozhonov. 
They also arrested Muhammadqodir 
Otakhonov, of the Uzbek branch of the Inter-
national Human Rights Society. Police 
seized human rights materials and copies of 
the Birlik statement about the events in 
Andijan from the men’s homes. The men are 
being charged with ‘‘infringement of the con-
stitutional order,’’ ‘‘forming a criminal 
group,’’ and ‘‘preparation and distribution of 
materials containing threats to public order 
and security.’’ They remain in custody and 
are being questioned without the presence of 
a lawyer. 

Saidjahon Zainabitdinov, an outspoken 
human rights defender and chairman of the 
Andijan human rights group Appelliatsia 
(‘‘Appeal’’), was detained on May 21. 
Zainabitdinov’s description of the killings in 
Andijan was widely reported in the media. 
He remains in custody. 

The government campaign against human 
rights defenders has also spread to other 
Uzbek cities. 

On Sunday, June 5, according to the 
Human Rights Society of Uzbekistan 
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(HRSU), Uzbek security agents arrested 
Norboy Kholjigitov, a member of the HRSU, 
in the village of Bobur near Samarkand on 
charges of corruption. Kholijigitov’s where-
abouts remain unknown. 

On June 4, police in Karshi arrested Tulkin 
Karaev, a human rights activist and jour-
nalist, and sentenced him to 10 days of ad-
ministrative arrest. Karaev is one of the few 
independent Uzbek journalists who has cov-
ered the events in Andijan. The HRSU re-
ported that pretext for the arrest was pro-
vided when an unknown woman accosted 
Karaev at a bus stop and then claimed that 
Karaev had threatened her. Karaev has been 
denied contact with his lawyer. 

On May 30, two unknown men in civilian 
clothing beat Sotvoldi Abdullaev of the 
Uzbek branch of the International Human 
Rights Society outside his house in 
Tashkent. The assailants had been moni-
toring the house from a parked car for sev-
eral days in attempt to prevent Abdullaev 
from leaving his house. Abdullaev suffered a 
severe concussion as a result of the beating 
and was hospitalized. 

On May 29, 30 armed policemen beat and 
detained approximately 17 members of 
Ezgulik from the Fergana Valley area who 
were participating in a seminar in Tashkent, 
calling them ‘‘Andijani terrorists.’’ The ac-
tivists were forcibly transported back to the 
Fergana Valley. The event’s organizer, 
Vasila Inoyatova, head of Ezgulik and a sen-
ior member of the Birlik opposition party, 
was detained by police together with her 
family. They were released the next day. 

On May 28, Samarkand police arrested 
Kholiqnazar Ganiyev, head of the Sam-
arkand province offices of both Ezgulik and 
the Birlik, on charges of ‘‘hooliganism’’ and 
sentenced him to 15 days of administrative 
arrest. A group of women, apparently gov-
ernment provocateurs, attacked Ganiyev’s 
house and then brought charges against him 
when he asked them to leave. 

On May 26, a police official in Jizzakh 
came to the home of Tatiana Dovlatova, an 
activist with the Society for Human Rights 
and Freedoms of the Citizens of Uzbekistan, 
and aggressively demanded that she go with 
him to the prosecutor’s office. She refused to 
go unless provided with an official summons. 
The official then placed her under armed 
house arrest for the day and threatened to 
send her to a psychiatric hospital if she at-
tempted to leave. 

On May 22, 70 people, including representa-
tives of various government agencies, forc-
ibly entered the Jizzakh home of Bakhtior 
Kamroev, chairman of the Jizzakh province 
branch of the Human Rights Society of 
Uzbekistan. The crowd conducted a Soviet-
style hate rally against Khamroev right in 
his home. They accused him of being a trai-
tor for passing information to Western orga-
nizations, including human rights groups, 
and of being a ‘‘Wahabbist’’ and a ‘‘ter-
rorist.’’ The authorities also pressured 
Kamroev to leave Jizzakh and made threats 
against his life and against his family.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just note that even those indi-
viduals, who may be concerned more 
about that air base than whether hun-
dreds of people were murdered, raped, 
suffocated or boiled alive, I think the 
point here is not just about human 
rights, it is about the security of 
American families. 

When we rely on a thug like 
Karimov, we end up with him squeezing 

us, just like he is doing now by not let-
ting us have nighttime flights at the 
K–2 base, not letting heavy cargo 
planes come in. His limitations are im-
posed not on the basis that we have 
criticized him, but that we have not 
done enough to praise him. We have a 
base in Kyrgyzstan, we have bases in 
Afghanistan. We have other ways of 
continuing the war on terrorism, but 
we make a mistake when we put the se-
curity of our families in the hands of 
someone who is a terrorist himself. 

And how ironic that we would be 
doing this at the same time the recent 
elections in Iran were criticized by the 
administration for not being fair 
enough. There is no danger that 
Uzbekistan will ever get to the level of 
Iran. At least Iran has elections, how-
ever deficient they may be. We do not 
have that in Uzbekistan. 

In short, the administration says de-
mocracy is on the march, but in 
Uzbekistan it is democracy that is get-
ting marched on. I believe we jeop-
ardize our security by contributing to 
what is a boiling pot. That pot is, Mr. 
Karimov’s method of dealing with his 
opponents. When that pot eventually 
boils over, we will lose more than an 
air base. We will be burned by the in-
justice that he has been a part of and 
that is why I offer this amendment. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Texas is absolutely 
right, and that is why Members should 
support the Doggett amendment. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just point out to my colleagues 
that in the 1980s we dealt with a thug 
by the name of Saddam Hussein be-
cause we believed we had common mu-
tual interests, particularly during the 
course of the war between Iraq and 
Iran. 

During the late 1980s and early 1990s, 
we allied ourselves with Osama bin 
Laden against the Soviets, and what 
did we get for it. Let us be careful. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, I 
urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. As the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DOGGETT) and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
DELAHUNT) pointed out, this is about 
human rights, but it is more about our 
long-term national security interests, 
and it seems to me that we need to 
take a different approach here.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote, and pending 
that, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT) will 
be postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. DEFAZIO 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:
Amendment No. 8 offered by Mr. DEFAZIO:
Page 117, after line 5, insert the following 

title:
TITLE X—ADDITIONAL GENERAL 

PROVISIONS 
SEC. 10lll. None of the funds made avail-

able in this Act may be used to initiate mili-
tary operations except in accordance with 
Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution of the 
United States. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment is simple. Let me read it in 
its entirety. ‘‘None of the funds made 
available by this Act may be used to 
initiate military operations except in 
accordance with Article I, Section 8 of 
the Constitution of the United States.’’ 

The intent of this is simple: To pre-
vent the President from committing 
U.S. forces to additional wars without 
first coming to Congress for a vote au-
thorizing such military action. If the 
President wishes or feels it is necessary 
to have a war with Syria, Iran, North 
Korea or any other nation, then under 
the U.S. Constitution and my amend-
ment, he must first come to Congress. 

Some will try and argue that this 
would tie the hands of the President 
and the Pentagon and the CIA when it 
comes down to tracking down al Qaeda. 
My amendment would not impact the 
government’s ability to hunt, appre-
hend or kill members of al Qaeda. On 
September 18, Congress adopted a 
broad authorization of force that says 
the President is authorized to use all 
necessary appropriate force against na-
tions, organizations, and persons he de-
termines planned, authorized, com-
mitted, aided the terrorist attacks, or 
harbored such organizations or persons 
in order to prevent any future acts of 
international terrorism against the 
United States by such nations, organi-
zations or persons. 

Referring back to the preceding list 
of countries, if the President could 
demonstrate that any of them were in-
volved in 9/11, he would not need fur-
ther authorization from Congress. Nor 
would my amendment impact on our 
ongoing military operations in Iraq. On 
October 16, 2002, Congress authorized 
those actions under the United States 
Constitution. 

Further, there are those who would 
say what about covert activities? It is 
important to note that title 50, United 
States Code, section 413, already pro-
vides Congressional authorization pur-
suant to amendments in 1980 to the Na-
tional Security Act of 1947, for the 
President to authorize covert oper-
ations under certain circumstances on 
behalf of the United States. 
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In other words, if my amendment 

passes, the President will still have all 
of the authorization from Congress he 
needs to actively pursue al Qaeda oper-
ations in Iraq and other terrorist ac-
tivities around the globe. 

The amendment simply seeks to rein-
force war powers granted solely to Con-
gress under the U.S. Constitution to 
ensure the President cannot launch a 
major war against Iran, Syria, North 
Korea or any other nation without a 
vote from Congress. 

Some will say, Is that really nec-
essary? On April 18, 2002, in response to 
a letter I and other Members sent to 
the President about the need to au-
thorize the war with Iraq, I received a 
letter from then-White House counsel 
Alberto Gonzalez, now Attorney Gen-
eral. Mr. GONZALEZ stated that the 
President has broad Constitutional au-
thority as Commander-in-Chief, and as 
the sole organ of the Federal Govern-
ment in foreign affairs to deploy the 
Armed Forces of the United States, a 
formal declaration of war or other au-
thorization from the Congress is not 
required to enable the President to un-
dertake the full range of actions that 
may be necessary to protect our na-
tional security. That is an extraor-
dinarily broad assertion not supported 
by a President after more than 200 
years of interpretation of the Constitu-
tion. 

So I feel my amendment, as narrow 
as it is, is necessary to protect the war 
powers separation of the President as 
the Commander-in-Chief. The Congress 
of the United States has the sole au-
thority to declare war, except in case 
of sudden attack upon the United 
States, its citizens, or armed forces. 
Ample opportunity exists for the Presi-
dent to continue to pursue al Qaeda 
and others and the war in Iraq under 
this amendment. 

I urge my colleagues, if they support 
that interpretation of the Constitu-
tion, which is broadly acknowledged by 
most legal scholars, except Mr. GON-
ZALEZ, and I do not know if he is a 
legal scholar, and would uphold our au-
thority.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, the war we are in-
volved in now is not a war against a 
country or against an armed force that 
is organized and structured and rep-
resenting a country. We are in a war 
against terrorism. We did not start the 
war. They started it. The terrorists 
started it when they attacked the 
World Trade Center, when they at-
tacked the Pentagon, attacked the 
USS Cole, attacked Khobar Towers, 
which housed our airmen. They started 
it in many, many ways. 

But who would we declare war 
against for the World Trade Center or 
for the USS Cole? They were acts of 
terror. They were not acts by some na-
tion or some organized military. 

This amendment sounds good. I can 
almost be persuaded, but it just does 

not work. Let us suppose our military 
intelligence detected that an enemy of 
the United States was preparing to 
take military action against our coun-
try or our troops overseas. We could 
not take military action to prevent 
that attack without a specific declara-
tion of war.
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It might be too late then. Prohibiting 
initiating military operations could be 
read to prohibit military action to cap-
ture, kill, or pursue terrorists who are 
operating in a third country, not as 
part of that country but operating 
within the country, which is what they 
do. Even if that country is a friend of 
ours, they would still operate within 
that country. 

Do you really want to say that we 
should not try to capture or kill Osama 
bin Laden if we find that he has trav-
eled to a country where we currently 
do not have ongoing military oper-
ations? I think we hunt Osama bin 
Laden no matter where he is, a friend 
or a foe or anyplace else. Waiting for 
formal congressional approval for such 
military action might mean we miss 
the opportunity to capture the man 
who is responsible for thousands of 
American deaths. On its face, it sounds 
like a pretty good idea; but it just does 
not work in the type of world that we 
live in today, in the type of enemy that 
we face today, the enemy that has 
killed so many innocent Americans 
right here in our own country. 

This is not a good amendment, and it 
should be defeated.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. I ap-
preciate what the gentleman from Or-
egon is doing, and I know what he has 
in mind. I know in 1991, President Bush 
had a number of us at the White House. 
He did not think he needed to come to 
Congress, but he did. 

I know that this last war, a number 
of people from the former administra-
tion called me, from the former Bush 
administration, called me and asked 
me to talk to the President about mak-
ing sure he came to Congress and came 
to the U.N. before they went. So I un-
derstand what the gentleman is trying 
to do. I cannot imagine a President 
going into an independent country, and 
we have been trying to keep as close 
ties as we can in this bill on the Presi-
dent or the administration when they 
try to go into these other countries. I 
know that they thought they could go 
before, and they did not. 

And so I would say to the gentleman, 
I would hope that he would believe that 
Congress would have a role and we cer-
tainly have to fund it, so at any time 
we could just not fund it. Our role is a 
big role, and I know to stop the Viet-
nam War, the funding was reduced sub-
stantially. I can remember the exact 
incident on this floor when that hap-
pened. The public was for it up to a 
point. The public has turned against 
this war, as all of us know, in Iraq. But 
we still have some problems. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURTHA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oregon. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I know 
the gentleman from Florida’s speech 
was written by his staff, but he said 
that we could not pursue Osama bin 
Laden. If he had listened to my speech 
where I quoted back legislation that he 
voted for and I voted for which author-
ized the war with Afghanistan, it went 
on to the fact of any nation that har-
bors such organizations or persons in 
order to prevent any future acts of 
international terrorism. That pretty 
well covers Osama bin Laden. 

I do not appreciate the gentleman 
raising these bizarre allegations. He 
may disagree with me, he may want to 
cede this authority to the President of 
the United States and abdicate our 
constitutional duties. That is fine. But 
do not raise these false issues. It does 
not go to Osama bin Laden. He is al-
ready covered. It does not go to Iraq. It 
is already covered. It does not go to a 
third country that is potentially 
threatening or any group threatening 
the United States. That is covered 
under war powers. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I understand that, 
but what I am saying is under the Con-
stitution we have a responsibility. I do 
not think any of us want to cede that 
responsibility to any President, no 
matter if he is Democrat or Repub-
lican. The only time it happens is when 
we may be misled or something like 
that, but as a whole the Congress 
wants to do what is right. I would be 
very concerned if we passed something 
that might limit us here. 

I appreciate the passion of the gen-
tleman. I feel the same way. I feel just 
as strongly as he does, that the Con-
gress has the ultimate say about 
whether we go to war. I would urge the 
Members to vote against this amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. MARKEY:
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following:
TITLE X—ADDITIONAL GENERAL 

PROVISIONS 
SEC. 10001. None of the funds made avail-

able in this Act may be used in contraven-
tion of the following laws enacted or regula-
tions promulgated to implement the United 
Nations Convention Against Torture and 
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Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treat-
ment or Punishment (done at New York on 
December 10, 1984): 

(1) Section 2340A of title 18, United States 
Code. 

(2) Section 2242 of the Foreign Affairs Re-
form and Restructuring Act of 1998 (division 
G of Public Law 105–277; 112 Stat. 2681–822; 8 
U.S.C. 1231 note) and any regulations pre-
scribed thereto, including regulations under 
part 208 of title 8, Code of Federal Regula-
tions, and part 95 of title 22, Code of Federal 
Regulations. 

Mr. MARKEY (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, the 

amendment I am offering deals with 
the issue of the outsourcing of torture. 
It is identical to amendments that this 
House has previously approved to the 
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions bill in March and the State-Jus-
tice appropriations last week. Very 
simply, it states that none of the funds 
appropriated in this bill may be spent 
in contravention of laws and regula-
tions adopted to implement the con-
vention against torture. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man. I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing. 

I want to say to him that this is a 
good amendment. As the gentleman 
pointed out, it was agreed to over-
whelmingly in the supplemental. We 
accept the amendment. 

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the gentleman 
for his acceptance. I will try to con-
clude briefly on my time so that the 
House can understand what it is that 
they are accepting. 

The convention against torture is a 
treaty signed by the United States 
under President Ronald Reagan, and it 
was ratified by the Senate in 1994. It 
prohibits any use of torture or other 
cruel or degrading treatment. It also 
prohibits the outsourcing of torture by 
sending people to any country where 
there is a reasonable likelihood that 
they will face torture. 

My amendment simply ratifies Amer-
ica’s commitment to the convention. It 
does not change current law. It is a 
simple funding restriction aimed at un-
derscoring to all of the defense and in-
telligence agencies funded under this 
bill that they need to ensure that all of 
their activities are fully compliant 
with America’s treaty obligations and 
with the requirements of United States 
law and regulation. 

It is wrong for the United States to 
capture prisoners, put them on 
Gulfstreams and fly them to Syria or 
Uzbekistan with the assurance given 
by those countries which we know are 
human rights abusers that they will 
not torture prisoners. If the United 

States captures a prisoner, we should 
keep that prisoner in our possession, or 
send him to a country which has the 
same values which we have. But it 
would be wrong to continue to engage 
in a process where we send these pris-
oners to Syria, for example, which ad-
ministers electrical shocks, pulling out 
of fingernails, forcing prisoners to en-
gage in inhumane acts. 

I thank the chairman of the sub-
committee for his acceptance of this 
amendment. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of the 
Markey amendment to the Defense Appropria-
tions Bill. This important amendment prohibits 
defense funds from being used for torture, or 
to transfer prisoners-of-war to countries that 
employ the use of torture. That should be a 
simple decision, a ‘‘no brainer’’ vote for Mar-
key—stop funding torture. Vote against Mar-
key—agree to funding torture. 

This decision is important because the way 
we treat our enemies speaks volumes about 
our character as a Nation, as Americans. I am 
embarrassed to say that America’s treatment 
of prisoners over the last several years does 
not speak highly of our national integrity, of 
the people we really are. 

Over the last 2 years, news of prisoners 
being mistreated, beaten, sexually assaulted, 
and even killed while in U.S. custody has be-
come all too commonplace and I fear we have 
yet to hear the whole story. 

Prisoners have been tortured in Iraq, Af-
ghanistan, and Guantanamo Bay. Considering 
the widespread use of torture, no one can 
claim that these are isolated incidents, that it’s 
merely the work of ‘‘a few bad apples.’’

The fact that torture occurred in separate 
places, and under the command of different 
interrogators, leads me to believe that a more 
systemic failure took place, a system that 
starts from the very top, not from a few mis-
guided enlisted personnel. 

You could say that the turning point—the 
day torture became a routine tactic employed 
by the United States—was August 1, 2002. 
The day the Justice Department sent a memo 
to the White House, stating that torturing ter-
rorists in captivity ‘‘may be justified.’’

It’s not just that physical abuse has taken 
place under our watch. That’s bad enough, but 
what is just as appalling is that legal abuses 
have taken place here at home. We have kept 
people in prison for more than 3 years without 
charging them with a crime, and the adminis-
tration has affirmed this practice through legal 
memos. 

This approval of torture—by the White 
House, the Pentagon, and the Justice Depart-
ment—is not only shameful, it also endangers 
the United States. 

At a time when the U.S. is courting the sup-
port of the international world—particularly the 
Arab world—the torture of foreign prisoners, 
along with our invasion of Iraq, gives the 
world’s extremists what they believe to be a 
legitimate reason to hate the United States. 
There has been no better recruiting tool for al 
Qaeda than preemptively attacking Iraq and 
the events at Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq. 

Mr. Chairman, we must end this shameful 
chapter in our Nation’s history by pledging that 

the United States will not engage in the act of 
torture. I urge all of my colleagues to vote for 
the Markey amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. VELÁZQUEZ 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Ms. VELÁZQUEZ:
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following:
TITLE X—ADDITIONAL GENERAL 

PROVISIONS 
SEC. 10001. None of the funds made avail-

able in this Act may be used to carry out 
sections 701 through 722 of the Small Busi-
ness Competitiveness Demonstration Pro-
gram Act of 1988 (Public Law 100–656; 15 
U.S.C. 644 note).

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, the 

Federal marketplace has experienced 
amazing growth over the past 4 years, 
increasing by $100 billion. Given this 
increase, it would only be logical that 
our Nation’s small businesses would 
see similar growth in contracting op-
portunities. However, this has not been 
the case. The reality is that small 
firms continue to be shut out of the 
Federal marketplace. The Federal Gov-
ernment has failed to reach its small 
business goal of 23 percent for the past 
4 years now, costing small businesses 
$15 billion in lost contracting oppor-
tunity in fiscal year 2003 alone. 

The Department of Defense has been 
an agency that has had a significant 
amount of trouble with this. One of the 
main causes has been contract bun-
dling, which is the practice of com-
bining contracts previously performed 
by small businesses into one 
megacontract that is simply too large 
for small firms to bid on. But often 
overlooked is that a significant con-
tribution to the inability of the De-
partment of Defense to make its goal is 
the comp demo program. 

The comp demo program was created 
in 1989, but was made permanent dur-
ing the Clinton administration under 
the guise of increasing small business 
participation. The theory behind it was 
to give agencies direction in finding 
small business contracting opportuni-
ties in nontraditional industries. This 
would be done by capping the amount 
of contracts in those industries that 
have been historically dominated by 
small businesses. 

However, this is not what the pro-
gram has done. Instead, it has limited 
small business participation in the 
Federal marketplace. The comp demo 
program diverts contracting opportuni-
ties to large firms, effectively limiting 
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the ability of small companies to com-
pete. While DOD is required to meet a 
23 percent small business goal, the 
comp demo program ties its hands and 
restricts awarding contracts in the in-
dustries where small businesses excel. 
At a time when agencies are already 
struggling to meet their small business 
goals, this simply makes no sense. For 
an agency that represents 70 percent of 
all government contracting, this is 
clearly having a negative impact on 
our Nation’s entrepreneurs. 

The reality is that this program sim-
ply does not work, and this program 
has been recognized by the administra-
tion and the Department of Defense 
themselves. They proposed to elimi-
nate the comp demo program alto-
gether in the DOD’s legislative package 
for 2006. 

My amendment acknowledges the 
problem and provides a viable solution 
to fix it by prohibiting the use of funds 
for fiscal year 2006 to implement the 
comp demo program. This is supported 
by the Associated General Contractors, 
the American Nursery and Landscape 
Association, the National Small Busi-
ness Association, and the National 
Black Chamber of Commerce. This ac-
tion alone would have the impact of 
awarding some $4.3 billion in additional 
contracts to small businesses. 

In today’s Federal marketplace, 
small businesses are losing traction, 
and they cannot afford to be deprived 
of these opportunities. The comp demo 
program is only making small business 
owners’ struggle to break into the Fed-
eral marketplace all the more difficult. 
By adopting this amendment, we will 
be taking a step to fix this problem. 
When small businesses say the program 
does not work, DOD says it and the ad-
ministration is saying it, clearly some-
thing needs to change. 

My amendment will do this. It is not 
only good for small businesses but also 
for the taxpayer and our Nation’s econ-
omy. If we want to get this economy 
back on track and create the jobs we 
need, then we must give small business 
the opportunity and tools to do so. The 
comp demo program is simply not 
doing that, and it needs to end. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
today on this amendment for better 
use of the taxpayers’ dollars and to 
help our Nation’s small businesses 
compete in the Federal marketplace.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I really appreciate the 
concerns of the ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Small Busi-
ness. I know exactly what she is trying 
to do here, because I understand that 
the Defense Department also would 
support suspension of the small busi-
ness competitive demonstration pro-
gram. But it is also my understanding 
that the chairman of the Committee on 
Small Business supports its continu-
ation. To me, this appears to be a dis-
pute between the chairman and the 
ranking minority member of the au-
thorizing committee. It seems to me 

that it should be addressed on an au-
thorizing bill rather than on the appro-
priations bill. The appropriations com-
mittee is being asked to referee a pro-
gram where we do not really have suffi-
cient knowledge of the program. 

I just wonder how the gentlewoman 
would react if I suggested that she 
might withdraw her amendment and 
work with her chairman on these mat-
ters of concern. It seems to me the 
Committee on Small Business is the 
proper place to adjudicate this matter.

b 1745 
Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the 

gentlewoman from New York. 
Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, un-

fortunately, the authorizing committee 
was not able to come together for the 
small business authorization to report 
a bill out of our committee. And for 
those people and Members who are al-
ways talking about helping small busi-
nesses and providing opportunities in 
the Federal marketplace and when the 
Department of Defense is saying that 
this does not make sense, this is an op-
portunity to do it, and this is why I 
want a ‘‘yes’’ vote on this amendment. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, believe me, I 
understand the gentlewoman’s con-
cerns. As I suggested, the Department 
of Defense understands that concern as 
well. But it was just a suggestion that 
maybe we could have the two of them 
work this out. But, anyway, I have 
made my suggestion.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words. 

Let me say to my friend from New 
York, I appreciate very much the in-
tention of the amendment. I have got 
to oppose it in its current form. It 
seems to me that this Act has some 
very good attributes to it, and the ar-
gument may be in some of the des-
ignated industry groups that are listed. 

One of the problems is that the par-
ticipating agencies currently will des-
ignate areas that are currently domi-
nated by small businesses as small 
business set-asides. These are areas 
that in full and open competition, 
small businesses are going to win any-
way, and by using their percentages in 
these areas, it means that small busi-
nesses who could use the set-asides in 
other areas are not able to use it. So I 
think what we have here is the law of 
unintended consequences. 

We are taking areas such as lawn 
services, roofing, siding contractors, 
glass and glazing contractors, ma-
sonry, areas that in full and open com-
petition, small businesses are winning 
by overwhelming margins; but the 
agencies are taking these areas and 
saying we are going to designate these 
as small business set-asides and use 
their percentages in these areas, and 
that means that small businesses can-
not penetrate other areas. 

So it is really for these reasons that 
I rise to oppose the amendment, be-

cause I think it shifts the burden in 
these cases where small businesses are 
currently winning open competition, 
and it uses the allocation for set-asides 
into these areas that I think small 
businesses could benefit in other areas, 
in some of the technology areas, in 
some of the IT areas. That is my con-
cern. 

Let me just make one point. I think 
the argument ought to be some of the 
designated industry groups in this case 
where maybe we see large businesses 
coming in and taking over, and we 
could work under those areas appro-
priately if the case can be made that 
small business dominance in these 
areas is not hit, but without that we 
have not added a nickel to what small 
businesses get under the set-aside pro-
grams. We have not added a percent-
age. We just shift the burden. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. I yield 
to the gentlewoman from New York. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, be-
fore the Comp Demo program, small 
businesses in those selective industries 
were making 78 percent of all the con-
tracts. Right now they are doing only 
38 percent, almost cut in half. And, be-
sides, I thought that the gentleman 
represented the party where people are 
rewarding small businesses or busi-
nesses that are exceeding. So now if 
they are doing a little bit better, then 
we are going to punish them? 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, reclaiming my time, abso-
lutely because what happens is when 
we shift the small business set-aside al-
locations into these programs, we are 
taking it away from other programs, 
these areas where small businesses are 
designated. 

I do not know about the gentle-
woman’s percentage of 78 percent 38 
percent, but what I would argue is if 
there is an issue here, I know I would 
be happy to work with her, and I am 
sure the chairman of the Committee on 
Small Business, to look at some of 
these designated industry groups where 
perhaps small business is not domi-
nating and was intended to, and we 
work on that rather than gutting the 
whole provision. That would be the ap-
proach that I would take. I would be 
happy to work with the gentlewoman 
on that. 

But this amendment guts the whole 
program, and I think ultimately it is 
not good for the government because I 
think the government is not getting 
small business set-asides in some of the 
innovative areas where they can go and 
they are giving it to areas where small 
businesses tend to dominate in full and 
open competition. So that is my ra-
tionale for opposing the amendment.

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. I yield 
to the gentlewoman from New York. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, 
this is about economic opportunity for 
small businesses. The fact of the mat-
ter is that the Federal marketplace is 
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growing and that small businesses are 
losing out; that their number of dollars 
and contracts are shrinking, and the 
Federal Government is not achieving 
the 23 percent statutory goal set by 
Congress. 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, reclaiming my time, this 
does not add a percentage. This does 
not add a nickel to the small business 
set-aside program. It does not add a 
percentage. It just shifts the burden. 
And the argument ought to be going 
into the particular designated industry 
groups where the gentlewoman is 
claiming small businesses used to 
dominate and are losing out, and let us 
look at those and let us try to be fair 
in that way. 

But for heaven’s sake, in areas like 
lawn care, in some of these services 
levels that are low tech, let us not set 
aside small businesses set-asides there 
where small businesses dominate in 
full and open competition. Let us put 
them in areas where we can improve it. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. I yield 
to the gentlewoman from New York. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, the 
Department of Defense is saying that 
immediately small businesses will get 
$4.4 billion if this is fixed. 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, reclaiming my time, they 
may get it here, but they will take it 
away from set-asides in other areas be-
cause the overall set-aside percentages 
in these participating agencies does 
not change at all. So the problem with 
that is that we are shifting it and we 
are moving the small business set-
asides into areas that small businesses 
also dominate. 

I will refer the gentlewoman, frank-
ly, to the statute in the areas that are 
the designated industry groups under 
the statute, and I think it is clear 
looking at this that many of these 
areas, siding contractors, roofing, ma-
sonry, framing contractors, these are 
areas that are traditionally dominated 
by small business and will continue to 
be. 

But I will be happy to work with the 
gentlewoman on designated industry 
groups and changing that around if she 
can make the case. 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, this Velazquez amend-
ment is an effort to kill the Small 
Business Comp Demonstration pro-
gram. The issue is more appropriately 
settled in the authorizing committee 
and not on an appropriations bill. 

First of all, the Comp Demonstration 
program does not cost the taxpayers 
one dime. There is no money appro-
priated for it. The Small Business Com-
petitive Demonstration program began 
in 1988 with three purposes: first, to 
help emerging small businesses; sec-
ond, to expand the participation of 
small businesses and industries that 
were traditionally dominated by large 

businesses; and, third, to test the com-
petitiveness of small businesses in in-
dustries in which small businesses are 
well represented. The Comp Demo pro-
gram was renewed in 1992, made perma-
nent in 1997, and slightly expanded in 
2004 as a part of larger bills that passed 
by wide margins or unanimous consent. 

Prior to the adoption of the Comp 
Demonstration program, small busi-
nesses were relegated to industries 
dominated by small businesses. Federal 
agencies could say they met their over-
all small business goals while not doing 
much to provide more contracts to 
small businesses in more higher-end, 
higher-paying industries. The Comp 
Demo program ended this practice all 
while showing that small businesses 
are still competitive in the industries 
where they have been historically well 
represented. These industries include 
construction, garbage collection, archi-
tectural engineering, surveying and 
mapping, non nuclear shipbuilding and 
ship repair, landscaping, and pest con-
trol. The Comp Demo program requires 
that small businesses receive a ‘‘fair 
proportion’’ of government contracts 
in each industry rather than just a few. 

The principles upon which the pro-
gram were established are still valid. 
Emerging small businesses still need 
help. Small businesses need to partici-
pate in industries in which they have 
traditionally not had a chance to ob-
tain a Federal contract. 

I would urge my colleagues to vote 
‘‘no’’ on the Velázquez amendment.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the requisite number 
of words. 

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
not very often will Members hear me 
contradict the ranking member of the 
Committee on Small Business. But I 
rise in opposition to this amendment 
and will include my entire statement 
in the RECORD. 

I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment, even though I have the utmost 
respect for its author and have long ap-
preciated her work and her leadership 
on so many issues which have come be-
fore this House. 

But the amendment before the House 
today attempts to effectively repeal 
the Small Business Competitiveness 
Demonstration Program Act of 1988, 
better known as the ‘‘Comp Demo’’ 
law, by prohibiting the use of funds to 
carry out its implementing provisions. 

Comp Demo has not been an effective 
tool for over 17 years in helping assure 
that small businesses across a wide 
array of industries gain Federal con-
tracts. Equally important, Comp Demo 
does not affect contracts which are set-
aside for minority-owned, socially dis-
advantaged, and service-disabled vet-
eran-owned businesses. 

From its inception, the Comp Demo 
law has sought to address the tendency 
of agencies to disproportionately rely 
upon a small number of NAICS codes to 

meet their small business set-aside 
goals rather than finding and devel-
oping a broad array of codes from 
which to meet these goals, a practice 
which, if unremedied, would have the 
practical effect of precluding small 
businesses outside those disproportion-
ately used industries from assessing 
the benefits of the small business set-
aside program. 

And that is why I oppose this amend-
ment. The Comp Demo law has proven 
its effectiveness during its 17-year his-
tory. It is fair to small businesses in-
terested in Federal contracting and 
assures that Federal agencies meet the 
spirit and the letter of the law regard-
ing small business set-asides. 

I agree with those who would suggest 
that this program, as well as prac-
tically all, need to undergo changes 
and need to be shaped in a better way 
to help make absolutely certain that 
small businesses have the greatest 
amount of opportunity to procure busi-
ness from the Federal Government. 

However, I also believe that small 
businesses that have reached a certain 
level of their being also need the oppor-
tunity to continue to grow and to de-
velop, that small businesses that might 
be part of franchises but are neverthe-
less small businesses need the oppor-
tunity to participate. 

And for those reasons, I would be in 
disagreement with this amendment. I 
urge that it be not approved and would 
look forward to working with all of 
those who would want to work to try 
to reshape the law in such a manner 
that it would be more fair and more eq-
uitable to small businesses.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment by the gentlelady from New York, 
Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, and I ask unanimous consent 
that my entire statement be included in the 
RECORD. 

I rise in opposition to this amendment even 
though I have the utmost respect for its author 
and I have long appreciated her good work on 
so many other issues which have come before 
this House.

The amendment before the House today at-
tempts to effectively repeal the Small Busi-
ness Competitiveness Demonstration Pro-
gram Act of 1988, better known as the ‘‘Comp 
Demo’’ law, by prohibiting the use of funds 
to carry out its implementing provisions.

Comp Demo has been an effective tool for 
over 17 years in helping assure that small 
businesses across a wide array of industries 
gain Federal contracts. Equally important, 
Comp Demo does not effect contracts which 
are set aside for minority-owned, socially dis-
advantaged and service disabled veteran-
owned businesses. 

From its inception, the Comp Demo law has 
sought to address the tendency of agencies to 
disproportionately rely upon a small number of 
NAICS codes to meet their small business set-
aside goals rather than finding and developing 
a broad array of NAICS codes from which to 
meet those goals—a practice which, if 
unremedied, would have the practical effect of 
precluding small businesses outside those dis-
proportionately used industries from accessing 
the benefits of the small business set-aside 
program that Congress intended. 
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That is why I oppose the amendment before 

the House today. The Comp Demo law has 
proven its effectiveness during its 17-year his-
tory. It is fair to small businesses interested in 
Federal contracting and assures that Federal 
agencies meet the spirit and the letter of the 
law regarding small business set asides. 

As background, Members should be in-
formed that the Comp Demo program was 
passed in 1988 to assure that small busi-
nesses in all product and service categories 
receive the benefits of the current Small Busi-
ness Set Aside program when pursuing Fed-
eral contracts, rather than just a few, ‘‘easy-to-
do’’ industries. 

As such, Comp Demo has effectively 
worked for the past 17 years to assure that 
competition and diversity occurs in small busi-
ness procurement (See: section 921 of P.L. 
99–661) and that small businesses receive a 
‘‘fair proportion’’ of government contracts in 
each industry, rather than just a few. 

The Comp Demo program recognizes that 
contracts in certain NAICS codes—including 
construction, architectural and engineering, 
surveying and mapping, shipbuilding and ship 
repair, refuse systems, landscaping and pest 
control services—have had a history of being 
disproportionately set aside for small business, 
even though overall small business participa-
tion in the open marketplace in these indus-
tries was high. 

And while the NAICS codes covered by the 
Comp Demo program had a significant 
amount of contracts historically set aside for 
small business, very talented small businesses 
in many other NAICS codes have seen little, 
if any, small business set-aside contracts 
come their way, despite representation of ca-
pable small firms in those other NAICS codes.

Moreover, the practice of disproportionately 
using a small, unrepresentative sample of 
NAICS codes for meeting small business set-
aside goals has the practical effect of pre-
cluding small businesses outside those dis-
proportionately used industries from realizing 
the benefits of the small business set-aside 
program as Congress intended. 

This practice can also operate to relegate 
the small business set-aside program to lower-
tech products and services while leaving high-
er-tech NAICS codes less open to small busi-
ness penetration and success in Federal con-
tracting—something that clearly runs contrary 
to Congress’s desires to both strengthen the 
diversity of the defense industrial base and as-
sure fairness in Federal contracting. 

On the basis of its operation over 17 years, 
Comp Demo has shown that small businesses 
covered by Comp Demo can and do compete 
for and win the majority of the contracts, 
though on an unrestricted basis. Equally im-
portant, Comp Demo does not effect set 
asides for: 

Minority-owned and socially disadvantaged 
businesses—that is, set asides for 8(a) and 
HUB Zone companies are not subject to the 
Comp Demo law. 

Similarly, Comp Demo does not apply to set 
asides for service-disabled veteran owned 
businesses either. 

In addition, very small/local businesses re-
tain important set-aside protections under 
Comp Demo as well, including: 

All contracts under $25,000 on the Comp 
Demo list must be set aside for restricted 
competition only among qualified emerging 
small businesses, i.e., small businesses that 

are less than 50 percent of the applicable size 
limit. 

Moreover, Comp Demo also requires that all 
contracts over $25,000 in each designated 
NAICS category on the Comp Demo list must 
be set aside for restricted competition only 
among qualified small businesses, until the 
agency has met its goal of awarding 40 per-
cent of contracts within that industry group to 
small businesses. 

Only after an agency has met its goal of 
awarding 40 percent of contracts within a list-
ed NAICS category can contracts over 
$25,000 in that designated NAICS category be 
awarded on unrestricted competition—again, 
except for those contracts set aside as 8(a), 
HUB Zone or service-disabled veteran owned 
companies. 

Finally, Comp Demo was begun as a dem-
onstration project some 17 years ago. It was 
renewed in 1992, made permanent in 1997, 
and slightly expanded in 2004 to include two 
additional NAICS codes. In all instances, 
Comp Demo was part of a larger bill which 
passed by wide, bipartisan margins or unani-
mous consent. 

Comp Demo was set up to expand opportu-
nities for small businesses across a broad and 
diverse set of NAICS codes, rather than in a 
few, ‘‘easy-to-do’’ categories. The repeal of 
the program has no real justification, would 
harm overall, broad-based small business par-
ticipation in Federal contracting, and harm the 
development of a diverse defense industrial 
base. As such, I urge its rejection by the 
House.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I had not planned on 
speaking on the small business issue, 
but let me give an area in which my 
friends may be able to work and not 
just even in this bill, but in the Mili-
tary Construction bill. 

In San Diego, where we have a lot of 
military construction in bases, a lot of 
those packages are put together so 
large that only an out-of-town, out-of-
State company can bid on those pack-
ages to build houses and military fa-
cilities. And we have tried over the 
years to try to break it down where 
they can break down those large pack-
ages so that smaller firms, the inde-
pendent contractors, the little guys, 
can have a shot and an opportunity at 
building those. And I would work with 
the gentlewoman and the gentleman to 
make that happen because it is just not 
right to have an out-of-town company 
because the bid is so large to do that. 

I would also like to bring up the bill 
itself. When one is in the military, 
they look at a couple of things. One, 
they look at a Congress that will give 
them the tools to fight, to train, and to 
win. The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. MURTHA) and the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LEWIS), it is the 
most bipartisan committee that we 
have, I think, in this House. The work 
that they have done to make sure that 
our troops are taken care of, even the 
ones coming back. The gentleman from 
Florida’s (Mr. YOUNG) wife, I do not 
think there is a day that she is not out 

there at one of the hospitals com-
forting the men or the women that 
came back that are wounded. But even 
more in this, for San Diego to ship-
building, ship repair, Admiral Clark, 
who is CNO, has done his absolute best 
to make sure that it is balanced be-
tween the private and the public yards, 
between the east and the west coast.

b 1800 

There is an aircraft in here that is 
key. There is a system called the F–22. 
Right now, our fighters, our best fight-
ers, which most people do not know, 
the F–14, the F–16, the F–18, if they go 
against the SU–30 or the SU–37, our 
American fighters lose over 90 percent 
of the time, both in the intercept and 
in the dog fight. The F–22 gives us the 
opportunity to put our pilots back into 
an airplane that can at least go neutral 
with the enemy. The Joint Strike 
Fighter is coming up; and in my per-
sonal opinion, we need to add to that 
to make sure that it is viable against 
whatever the threat is as well. 

But I also want to thank the chair-
man and the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. MURTHA) and the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG). San Diego or 
any port that has a lot of bases is very 
critical to homeland security. From 
the Coast Guard to the border patrol, 
to INS, to this bill, they have done a 
good job. The gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. MURTHA) has been, and I 
have been on this committee ever since 
I have been here, and I want to thank 
him for his personal attention, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LEWIS) as well. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 
from New York (Ms. VELÁZQUEZ). 

There was no objection. 
Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, 

there are some who said that capping 
small business opportunity in certain 
industries increases opportunities in 
other industries. That might have been 
the theory behind the program in 1988 
when it was created, but that has not 
been the case. Different industries offer 
different opportunities; some are very 
favorable to small businesses. 

The Department of Defense has not 
achieved its small business goal for the 
past 4 years. That is the reality. So, 
clearly, they are not making up the 
difference someplace else. 

Under the comp demo program, small 
businesses are guaranteed 40 percent 
participation in the targeted indus-
tries. If the agency does not achieve 40 
percent with small firms, it can rein-
state small businesses’ set-asides. One 
need look no further than the goal for 
architectural and engineering services, 
which has never been achieved. We 
have asked the Department of Defense. 
They do not reinstate set-asides when 
the achievement with small businesses 
is less than 40 percent. 
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Forty percent small business partici-

pation is a good thing. Normally, small 
businesses only get 23 percent. If a 
small business’s participation de-
creases from 78 percent to 40 percent, 
that is the loss of 38 percent, and that 
is what is happening now. 

The bottom line, Mr. Chairman, is, if 
you support small business opportunity 
in the Federal marketplace, you should 
support this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ) will be postponed. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, today I rise to engage 
in a colloquy with a great leader, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
MURTHA), who, of course, is the rank-
ing member of the Subcommittee on 
Defense Appropriations. 

First, I just want to thank the gen-
tleman for the very hard work that he 
consistently does for the security of 
our Nation. I appreciate this oppor-
tunity to discuss an issue that is of 
great importance, and that is ensuring 
that our Federal defense dollars are 
not used to support groups or individ-
uals engaged in efforts to overthrow 
democratically elected governments. 

Mr. Chairman, in an ideal world, we 
would not need to have to explicitly 
stipulate this, but events in Haiti last 
year and, more recently in Venezuela, 
have led me to wonder whether we need 
to codify this straightforward, non-
partisan position. 

Furthermore, the administration has 
committed its second term to spread-
ing democracy around the world. This 
is an important sentiment, Mr. Chair-
man, but we need to be sure that if this 
administration, or equally any future 
administration, does not agree with 
certain democratically elected govern-
ments, that it does not use the Depart-
ment of Defense funds to overthrow 
those democratically elected govern-
ments. Such actions fly in the face of 
our own fundamental democratic prin-
ciples. 

I would like to ask the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) if he 
could comment on this and what his 
views are with regard to the ideas that 
we are presenting today. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. LEE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to assure the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia that I agree, we certainly should 
not overthrow a democratically elected 
government. I appreciate the gentle-

woman’s intention in raising this issue, 
and I want to assure her that as this 
bill moves forward, we will be mindful 
to work with her and her staff to do ev-
erything we can to help. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming 
my time, I just want to thank the gen-
tleman for his attention to this issue 
and so many issues that are important 
to our Nation. I also look forward to 
working together and especially will 
request his help in developing a work-
ing definition in the United States 
Code because now, quite frankly, there 
is no working definition for ‘‘democrat-
ically elected governments.’’ We have 
been searching legal databases, and I 
am frankly quite surprised that no 
such definition exists in the U.S. Code.

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I was very pleased to 
see that the amendment that was of-
fered by the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY) to prevent any 
funds in this bill from being used to 
contravene the United Nations’ acts 
and other acts against torture. I think 
that is a very good thing. 

But I need to take this opportunity 
to point out to the House that we are 
foregoing our responsibility here to in-
vestigate these kinds of acts that have 
taken place over the course of the last 
2 years or so in places like Guanta-
namo, Abu Ghraib, Camp Cropper, 
Bagram Air Base in Afghanistan; and 
we have an increasing amount of evi-
dence indicating that these kinds of 
torturous activities were not just car-
ried out incidentally by low-ranking 
members of the armed services, but 
that this was systemic and systematic. 

We have, for example, recently re-
leased documents from Lieutenant 
General Ricardo Sanchez which seem 
to indicate that he approved interroga-
tion techniques outside of the Geneva 
Convention, outside of international 
law, and outside the U.S. Army’s own 
field manual. These activities included 
prolonged stress positions, sensory dep-
rivation, use of dogs to induce stress 
and fear. We have the first Abu Ghraib 
report directed by U.S. Army Major 
General Antonio Taguba, who wrote in 
his conclusion that ‘‘between October 
and December of 2003 at the Abu 
Ghraib confinement facility, numerous 
incidents and sadistic, blatant, and 
wanton criminal abuses were inflicted. 
This systemic,’’ he says, ‘‘systemic and 
illegal abuse was intentionally per-
petrated.’’ 

It is clear from General Taguba’s re-
ports that these were not incidental, 
and that they were inflicted broadly. 

The Red Cross reported, by eye wit-
nesses at about the same time, ‘‘these 
methods of physical and psychological 
coercion were used by the military in-
telligence in a systematic way to gain 
confessions and extract information or 
other forms of cooperation from per-
sons who had been arrested or deemed 
to have security value.’’ That is a 
quote from the Red Cross report. 

Officials implicated in abuse now, in-
terestingly enough, are being pro-

moted. There has been no action taken 
against the officials implicated in this 
abuse at the highest levels. 

This Congress is abrogating its re-
sponsibility. This House of Representa-
tives should be holding hearings. It 
may be necessary to appoint a special 
counsel out of the Justice Department 
to look into this. We need to get to the 
bottom of this. Our reputation as a Na-
tion is at stake. 

Now, we might ask, as others have, 
how did all of this begin? Well, here is 
what the circumstantial evidence indi-
cates. The circumstantial evidence, 
backed up by the report from which I 
just quoted, written by Major General 
Antonio Taguba, shows that it origi-
nated at the highest levels of the Pen-
tagon, communicated by Steven 
Cambone, who was appointed by Sec-
retary of Defense Rumsfeld to be the 
first Under Secretary for Intelligence. 

This is the first time that the Sec-
retary of Defense or that the Pentagon 
has had an Under Secretary for Intel-
ligence. That man is Steven Cambone. 
He communicated to General Geoffrey 
Miller, the commander of the detention 
and interrogation center at Guanta-
namo Bay, Cuba, that these kinds of 
activities needed to take place. 

Now, General Geoffrey Miller, ac-
cording to the Taguba report, said that 
detention operations must act as 
enablers for interrogation. He intro-
duced into Iraq the exclusive and ille-
gal interrogation tactics used at Guan-
tanamo to ‘‘GITMO-ize’’ the prison sys-
tem in Iraq. They told our good sol-
diers in Iraq that no rules apply, no 
rules apply; and then people wonder 
how these low-ranking individuals car-
ried out the acts that have been docu-
mented now in court proceedings as 
well as in photographs. 

The fact of the matter is, Mr. Chair-
man, that the House of Representatives 
is not fulfilling its obligations under 
the law and under the Constitution. 
The system of checks and balances has 
broken down. It seems as though the 
executive branch of government is be-
having in a way outside of the law. We 
need to pay attention to this. This 
House needs to engage itself in the 
right kinds of activities for the right 
kinds of purposes. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY 
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. OBEY:
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), add the following new section:
SEC. ll. If funds provided in this or any 

other Act for military operations in Iraq or 
Afghanistan would cause Federal deficit lev-
els to exceed those set in House Concurrent 
Resolution 95 for FY 2006 or any subsequent 
year, the Committee on the Budget of the 
House of Representatives shall report a con-
current resolution on the budget that would 
maintain the deficit levels set in House Con-
current Resolution 95 while including this 
additional discretionary spending in spend-
ing totals. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the 
amendment. 
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, we have so 

far appropriated $277 billion for activi-
ties in Afghanistan and Iraq; $168 bil-
lion of that has been appropriated after 
the President declared an end to major 
conflict in the region. The budget reso-
lution, which passed this House about a 
month ago, provided authority for an 
additional $50 billion to be spent this 
year for Iraq and Afghanistan. This bill 
spends $45 billion of that $50 billion. 

The problem that we will face is that 
this bill is only enough to pay for that 
war for the first 6 months of the fiscal 
year. That means that when a new sup-
plemental is submitted to the Congress 
to pay for the last half of the fiscal 
year, we will wind up having to appro-
priate at least another $40 billion. And 
when we do that, it will mean that the 
Congress will have, in effect, busted 
the budget by at least $40 billion. 

So what this amendment says is that 
if and when that happens, and it will 
assuredly happen, if and when that 
happens, we are saying that the Com-
mittee on the Budget must then bring 
forth a new budget resolution which 
shows us how we can pay for that extra 
$40 billion without raising the deficit.

b 1815 
If we are not prepared to do that, 

then that means that we will simply 
slip in that extra $40 billion, without 
any notice by the public, without any 
attention being paid to the fact that 
what we are really doing is raising the 
deficit by another $40 billion. 

Regardless of how any Member of 
this House feels on this war, Members 
ought to feel that if we pass a budget 
resolution, it ought to be a legitimate 
one, that it ought to be laying out hon-
estly what we expect to spend. 

Without this amendment, it will 
mean that we, sometime during the fis-
cal year, will spend $40 billion more, 
only we will not be admitting it on the 
budget resolution side. If we do not 
adopt this amendment, what we will 
really be saying is that the budget that 
was adopted just a month ago was a 
sham, that it was just a device to gov-
ern and to limit the amount of spend-
ing that we were going to be engaged in 
for education, for health care, for 
science, for agriculture, but that we in-
tended to really bust the budget to the 
tune of least $40 billion when it came 
to the war in Iraq. 

I do not think that many Members of 
the House would like to say that that 
was their position, but absent the ac-
ceptance or the adoption of this 
amendment, that is precisely what will 
happen. The administration will come 
up here with another budget in order to 
pay for the last 6 months of the fiscal 
year for the war, and we will have bust-
ed the budget to the tune of $40 billion 
and jacked up that deficit by the same 
amount. 

The administration is fond of saying 
that they adopted a budget resolution 
which is going to cut the deficit in 
half. Without this amendment, not a 
prayer, not a prayer. So I would urge 
adoption of the amendment.

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I make a point of order against 
the amendment, because it proposes to 
change existing law and constitutes 
legislation in an appropriations bill, 
therefore it violates clause 2 of rule 
XXI. 

The rule states in pertinent part, an 
amendment to a general appropriation 
bill shall not be in order if changing ex-
isting law. The amendment gives af-
firmative direction. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) wish to be 
heard on the point of order? 

Mr. OBEY. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, as I indicated earlier, 

the purpose of this amendment is to 
see to it that the House stays within 
the deficit levels laid out by the budget 
resolution passed just a few weeks ago. 

The Budget Committee routinely 
sends instructions to the Appropria-
tions Committee about what it must 
do. I think this is an instance in which 
the Appropriations Committee ought 
to send a signal back that the Budget 
Committee ought to conform itself to 
reality and budgetary honesty. 

As I understand it, the rule under 
which this bill is being debated pro-
vides that if no Member does lodge a 
point of order, than indeed this amend-
ment could be passed by the House. Un-
fortunately, the rule did not protect 
this amendment from a point of order. 
And so if the gentleman persists in his 
point of order, I will have to reluc-
tantly concede that point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order 
is conceded and sustained. 

The amendment is not in order.
Are there any further amendments? 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-

man, I move to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, as we conclude debate, 

all of us want to thank again Chairman 
YOUNG and Ranking Member MURTHA 
for their leadership, putting together 
this bipartisan bill, and especially the 
good men and women behind them, 
both of the minority party and the ma-
jority party who helped to put this ap-
propriations bill together. 

Mr. Chairman, as we consider this 
important legislation, we must be 
mindful that our troops in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, all volunteers, I may add, 
are on the battlefield as we speak, 
brave men and women fighting a new 
kind of war where everyone literally is 
on the front line. 

As we all know, the Army and Ma-
rines are carrying the brunt of the bat-
tle in Iraq and Afghanistan, with an 
unprecedented level of partnership by 
our Guard and Reserve components. 
And the young men and women from 
the Air Force and Navy stand with 
them, as do we. 

Their service and dedication on the 
battlefields of Iraq and Afghanistan are 
making our Nation safer from terror-
ists who seek to do us harm and other 
freedom-loving nations. Make no mis-
take, our success in Iraq is hugely im-
portant. And our enemies in Iraq are 

thinking enemies. They are adaptable 
and would like nothing better for us to 
step back, or as some say, retreat, or 
to set arbitrary dates for withdrawal 
and then come back after our depar-
ture to reinstall a new Saddam Hussein 
or a regime even more oppressive, fa-
natical or more horrendous and more 
dangerous than the last. 

We should never forget that the sol-
diers we support through this appro-
priations have freed nearly 50 million 
people in Iraq and Afghanistan from 
killer regimes, where protests and dis-
sent were answered by killing fields 
and genocide, where women were de-
nied basic freedoms: Education, health 
and the right to vote. 

But, of course, the loss of any young 
soldier from our ranks is heart-
breaking. And so is the death of inno-
cent civilians killed by roadside bombs, 
but we are dealing with Saddam loyal-
ists, jihadists, imported terrorists and 
domestic criminals who play by no 
rules. And do not hesitate to bomb 
Iraqi weddings, funerals, gatherings of 
school children, and behead innocent 
civilians as well as kill our soldiers. 

Since we are engaged in a global war 
on terrorism with Iraq and Afghanistan 
being countries of conflict and vio-
lence, our soldiers and Marines need 
every possible advantage as this appro-
priations bill allows. This legislation 
provides our fighting men and women 
with the resources they need to be 
more deployable, more agile, more 
flexible, more interoperable and more 
lethal in the execution of their mis-
sion. 

It provides for better training, better 
equipment, better weapons. Of course, 
our bill supports the troops by pro-
viding a pay increase, enhanced life in-
surance coverage, and housing allow-
ances. And this bill also provides fund-
ing for new equipment, additional 
trucks, radios, electronic jammers, 
uparmored HUMVEES, attack heli-
copters, warships and fighter aircraft. 

Most important, this bill provides an 
additional $1.2 billion for personnel 
protection items, such as body armor. 
As troops rotate in and out of the the-
ater, they need the latest equipment 
and weapons systems. Mr. Chairman, I 
also welcome increased funding for re-
search and development. Our bill ex-
ceeds the President’s budget by $2.3 bil-
lion, so we can speed important new 
technology from the drawing board to 
the laboratory, to the test bed into the 
arsenal of our warfighter. 

My colleagues, the global war on ter-
rorism will not be short, it will require 
deep and enduring commitment. As we 
look down the road we face many po-
tential and real threats. We cannot 
know what hostile forces will face us 
next year, much less 5 years from now. 
So we must take care to ensure that we 
have laid the proper foundation for a 
secure national defense. These invest-
ments now and these appropriations 
will pay off in more capability in the 
future. They deserve to be supported. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 
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Mr. Chairman, I have seen a lot of 

chairmen presiding over the House in 
the many years that I have been on one 
side or the other of this bill. And I 
want to tell you, you do as good as job 
as anybody. And my compliments to 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CAMP) for the way you handled this 
bill.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 
We are not at the 6:30 time for voting 
yet. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to my chair-
man, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. LEWIS). 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. I want to take 
just this minute to express my deepest 
respect and appreciation to both the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) 
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. MURTHA) for a fabulous job. We 
had a rather extended discussion today, 
which is not usual for this bill. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MURTHA. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, you think he is kind 
of giving us a little business here, Mr. 
Chairman, on this thing here? We did 
the best we could do under the cir-
cumstances. Right? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I certainly appreciate both of my 
friends yielding and having this discus-
sion. But, this extended kind of dia-
logue and exchange we had on the floor 
today was one that was a very healthy 
discussion. 

I have had many experiences here of 
late with my friend, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY). And when I 
have had a great day, and when I really 
had a great day, it has involved a week 
in which we have worked our way 
through the processes that lead to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) 
and I having more than one discussion 
a day for several days during that 
week. 

And I go home to California. And 
then, kind of taking in a deep breath 
on Saturday. Sunday morning I go out 
back, smile when I am feeling good, 
and I walk across the pool. And, gentle-
men, I want you to know I get wet 
every time. 

In the meantime, it is a wonder, and 
a wonderment working with the two of 
you. You have done a fabulous job. We 
very much appreciate the leadership on 
both sides of the aisle on this very im-
portant matter. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate the comments of our 
chairman. He did such a tremendous 
job when he chaired this subcommittee 
for the past 6 years. 

I want to take now just a minute, be-
cause we have, before we can start to 
vote, we have 21⁄2 minutes to the 6:30 
hour. This subcommittee has worked 
really hard and on a very bipartisan 
basis. We had the largest part of the 

supplemental early this year. We have 
this very large bill now, which is the 
largest appropriations bill in the sys-
tem. 

And the Members of the sub-
committee, with the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA), we have 
had an opportunity to be the leaders of 
the subcommittee. But all of these 
Members have worked really hard and 
have paid strict attention to what it 
was that we were about, to provide for 
our Nation’s security. 

But I also want to pay tribute to 
members of our staff. Members of our 
staff, during the hearing periods and 
during the markup periods, they do not 
have weekends. They are here on week-
ends. They have very few hours at 
night with their families, because they 
are here many times all night long. 

That is when you hear about, some-
thing was done in the dark of night. 
Well, my friend, if we do not do things 
in the dark of night, we would never 
get them done, so we knew we worked 
long days, long hours, long nights. 

But the staff on both sides are just as 
bipartisan and nonpartisan as the 
Members. And this is just a really good 
positive subcommittee, and the work 
that it does is very bipartisan. We be-
lieve strongly in our country. We be-
lieve strongly in those volunteers who 
serve in our military, and who carry 
the burden of providing for the secu-
rity. 

I just recently attended the burial of 
a soldier from my district killed in 
Iraq. And my final comment was that 
you can sleep in peace tonight, Amer-
ica, because our heroes are out there 
on the front line standing guard. 

And that is what this bill is all 
about.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur-
ther amendments? 

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE 
OF THE WHOLE 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will now 
resume on those amendments on which 
further proceedings were postponed, in 
the following order: 

Amendment by Mr. OBEY of Wis-
consin to the amendment by Mr. 
HUNTER of California. 

Amendment by Mr. HUNTER of Cali-
fornia. 

Amendment by Mr. DOGGETT of 
Texas. 

Amendment number 8 by Mr. 
DEFAZIO of Oregon. 

Amendment by Ms. VELÁZQUEZ of 
New York. 

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series.

b 1830 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY TO THE 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HUNTER 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER) 

on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment to the amendment. 

The Clerk designated the amendment 
to the amendment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 198, noes 210, 
not voting 25, as follows:

[Roll No. 283] 

AYES—198

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Castle 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 

Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kirk 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 

Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Wilson (NM) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOES—210

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 

Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 

Boozman 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
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Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cox 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 

Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 

Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—25

Baker 
Brown, Corrine 
Conyers 
Ehlers 
Flake 
Granger 
Harris 
Herseth 
Istook 

Kilpatrick (MI) 
Knollenberg 
Lantos 
Lewis (KY) 
Moore (WI) 
Platts 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Schwarz (MI) 

Shimkus 
Souder 
Towns 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waxman 
Wexler

b 1854 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER and Mr. PETER-
SON of Minnesota changed their vote 
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. ROSS and Mrs. BIGGERT 
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded.

Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, on rollcall No. 283, I was de-
tained today because of flight delays, 
and had I been here, I would have voted 
‘‘aye.’’

Stated against:
Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No. 

283 I missed the vote because my flight ar-
rived nearly two hours late. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’

Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. Mr. Chairman, on 
rollcall No. 283, I missed the vote due to a 
traffic delay. Had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘no.’’

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No. 
283 I was unavoidably delayed. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HUNTER 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DOGGETT 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment. 

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 84, noes 329, 
not voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 284] 

AYES—84

Abercrombie 
Allen 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Blumenauer 
Brown (OH) 
Capps 
Cardin 
Carson 
Clay 
Conyers 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Doggett 
Emanuel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hinchey 

Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Inslee 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kucinich 
Larsen (WA) 
Lee 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Markey 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meeks (NY) 
Miller, George 
Moran (VA) 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 

Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pomeroy 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Serrano 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Solis 
Stark 
Strickland 
Thompson (CA) 
Tierney 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Waters 
Watson 
Weiner 
Woolsey 

NOES—329

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 

Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 

Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 

Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Higgins 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Israel 
Issa 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 

Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Meek (FL) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Napolitano 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pascrell 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 

Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salazar 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Watt 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—20

Baker 
Boyd 
Brown, Corrine 
Crenshaw 
Flake 
Granger 
Harris 

Herseth 
Istook 
Lewis (KY) 
Moore (WI) 
Reynolds 
Schwarz (MI) 
Souder 

Towns 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waxman 
Weller 
Wexler 
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b 1903 

Mr. MCINTYRE and Mr. CLEAVER 
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE changed his vote 
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
Stated against:
Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No. 

284, I was unavoidably delayed. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No. 
284, I was unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. DEFAZIO 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 136, noes 280, 
not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 285] 

AYES—136

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Brown (OH) 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Costello 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 

Gutierrez 
Harman 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Inslee 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller, George 
Moran (VA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 

Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Solis 
Stark 
Strickland 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOES—280

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cox 
Cramer 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 

Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Israel 
Issa 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Matheson 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Melancon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 

Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salazar 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—17

Baker 
Boyd 

Brown, Corrine 
Crenshaw 

Flake 
Granger 

Harris 
Herseth 
Istook 
Lewis (KY) 

Moore (WI) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Souder 
Towns 

Wasserman 
Schultz 

Waxman 
Wexler 

b 1911 

Messrs. RYAN of Ohio, BOREN and 
VISCLOSKY changed their vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. EDWARDS and Mr. ENGEL 
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. VELÁZQUEZ 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment. 

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 180, noes 235, 
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 286] 

AYES—180

Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 

McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
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Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 

Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Tierney 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 

Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOES—235

Abercrombie 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cox 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 

Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Matheson 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Melancon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 

Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Sodrel 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—18

Baker 
Boyd 
Brown, Corrine 
Crenshaw 
Flake 
Granger 
Harris 

Herseth 
Istook 
Lewis (KY) 
McKinney 
Moore (WI) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Souder 

Towns 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waxman 
Wexler 

b 1919 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-

port the last two lines. 
The Clerk read as follows:
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Department 

of Defense Appropriations Act, 2006’’.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move that the Committee do 
now rise and report the bill back to the 
House with sundry amendments, with 
the recommendation that the amend-
ments be agreed to and that the bill, as 
amended, do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
SHIMKUS) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. CAMP, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 2863) making appropriations for 
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2006, and 
for other purposes, had directed him to 
report the bill back to the House with 
sundry amendments, with the rec-
ommendation that the amendments be 
agreed to and that the bill, as amend-
ed, do pass. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 315, the pre-
vious question is ordered. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DOGGETT 
was allowed to speak out of order.) 
ANNOUNCING THE PASSING OF HON. J.J. ‘‘JAKE’’ 

PICKLE 
Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, it is my 

sad duty to inform the House of the 
passing of a friend to many of us and a 
long-term colleague here in the House, 
J.J. ‘‘Jake’’ Pickle of Austin. Jake 
passed away at the age of 91, peace-
fully, on Saturday. He had a long ca-
reer here in Washington, having served 
as a night watchman over in the Can-
non Building, a job he told me he never 
did very well, but he sure worked night 
and day in the 31 years that he served 
here in the House of Representatives, 
working with colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle, bringing not only his legis-
lative talents but his tremendous good 
humor. 

He has more stories than anyone can 
remember, many of them collected 
with his daughter Peggy in a book. We 
have got an elementary school, a re-
search center and a Federal building 
named after him, but I think he lives 
on in the hearts of the many who 
worked with him here in Washington 
and certainly in the lives of the thou-
sands of people he helped in central 
Texas, most of whom have a squeaky 
green pickle to remember him by, 
along with his many good deeds. 

Services will be at 4 o’clock on 
Wednesday in Austin. I know all of our 
colleagues will join in expressing our 
sympathies to his wife, Beryl; daugh-
ter, Peggy; and all the members of the 
Pickle family and in saying, Jake, a 
job well done. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a sep-
arate vote demanded on any amend-

ment? If not, the Chair will put them 
en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XX, the 
yeas and nays are ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 398, nays 19, 
not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 287] 

YEAS—398

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 

Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 

Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Higgins 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
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Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pallone 

Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 

Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watson 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—19

Baldwin 
Conyers 
Duncan 
Filner 
Hinchey 
Kucinich 
Lee 

Lewis (GA) 
McDermott 
McKinney 
Owens 
Paul 
Payne 
Rangel 

Schakowsky 
Stark 
Waters 
Watt 
Woolsey 

NOT VOTING—16

Baker 
Boyd 
Brown, Corrine 
Crenshaw 
Flake 
Granger 

Harris 
Herseth 
Istook 
Lewis (KY) 
Moore (WI) 
Schwarz (MI) 

Souder 
Towns 
Waxman 
Wexler 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SHIMKUS) (during the vote). Members 
are advised that there are 2 minutes re-
maining in this vote. 

b 1939 

So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table.

REPORT ON H.R. 2985, LEGISLA-
TIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2006 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida, from the 

Committee on Appropriations, sub-
mitted a privileged report (Rept. No. 
109–139) on the bill (H.R. 2985) making 
appropriations for the Legislative 
Branch for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2006, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the Union Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule XXI, all points of 
order are reserved on the bill. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.J. RES. 10, CONSTITUTIONAL 
AMENDMENT AUTHORIZING CON-
GRESS TO PROHIBIT PHYSICAL 
DESECRATION OF THE FLAG OF 
THE UNITED STATES 
Mr. GINGREY, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 109–140) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 330) providing for consideration of 
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 10) pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States authorizing 
the Congress to prohibit the physical 
desecration of the flag of the United 
States, which was referred to the 
House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 2475, INTELLIGENCE AU-
THORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 2006 
Mr. GINGREY, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 109–141) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 331) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 2475) to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2006 for intel-
ligence and intelligence-related activi-
ties of the United States Government, 
the Community Management Account, 
and the Central Intelligence Agency 
Retirement and Disability System, and 
for other purposes, which was referred 
to the House Calendar and ordered to 
be printed.

f 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBERS 
AS COSPONSORS OF H.R. 2646 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, on 
June 17, the following Members were 
inadvertently added as cosponsors of 
H.R. 2646: the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. BROWN), the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CAMP), the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY), 
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
LUCAS), the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
THORNBERRY), the gentleman from 
Montana (Mr. REHBERG), the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHU-
STER), the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. UPTON), and the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. KELLER). 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
their names removed as cosponsors of 
H.R. 2646 at this time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
f 

SENATOR DURBIN’S COMMENTS 
(Mrs. BLACKBURN asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, last 
week Senator DURBIN compared Amer-
ican soldiers to Nazis, to the Soviets in 
the Gulags, and to Pol Pot. 

These comments were the latest in a 
series of leftist attacks on our war 
against the terror in the Middle East 
and on our hard-line approach to ter-
rorism here at home. 

I want to assure my constituents 
that neither my party nor I believe 
America is what is wrong with this 
world. And no one should think for a 
minute, not even for a second, that we 
are in the wrong here. I have been to 
Iraq and to Afghanistan, and this polit-
ical tactic sickens me. 

If one wants to criticize our policies, 
fine. If one wants to call for with-
drawal, that is just fine. But character-
izing the actions of our Armed Forces 
as Nazi-like is reprehensible. 

And to our Armed Forces and their 
wonderful families, I just want to say 
‘‘thank you.’’ They are making a dif-
ference, and most of us are standing 
with them 100 percent of the time. 

f 

PUBLIC BROADCASTING 
(Mr. BLUMENAUER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, we 
are facing a storm of controversy sur-
rounding public broadcasting. There 
are ominous signs of interference and 
people concerned about trying to im-
pose their political agenda on our inde-
pendent public broadcasting system. 

We have seen Draconian and unjusti-
fied proposals coming from the Com-
mittee on Appropriations to slash fund-
ing for the next year and eliminate 
Federal support altogether in the fu-
ture. 

In 2001, we formed the Public Broad-
casting Caucus in Congress precisely 
for the reason to enable us to come to-
gether in a bipartisan way to deal with 
the controversial and complex issues 
surrounding public broadcasting. This 
would be a great time for Members who 
have not yet joined to become mem-
bers to enable their staff to take ad-
vantage of opportunity and informa-
tion and, frankly, in a small way, to 
show some measure of support. 

I look forward to the debate later 
this week during the Labor-HHS appro-
priations bill not just to restore crit-
ical funding. My hope is that as a re-
sult of this controversy, we will emerge 
with a better understanding of why we 
support the public broadcasting. I hope 
we are doing so in a way that provides 
the continuity and stability so essen-
tial to the critical service enjoyed by 
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28 million listeners each month and the 
70 percent of television owners who 
watch public television.

f 

b 1945 

A VOTE FOR CAFTA IS A VOTE 
FOR NATIONAL SECURITY 

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, as 
all of us know, CAFTA was finished 
last year and will soon be taken up by 
the Congress. 

While trade is a critical component 
of CAFTA, we must recognize that 
CAFTA is more than just about trade. 
We have a national security imperative 
in passing CAFTA. It is an important 
component of U.S. efforts to address 
the conditions that breed instability, 
terrorism, and international criminal 
activity. 

We must help ensure that the coun-
tries in Central America have the abil-
ity to fight the threats to their demo-
cratic institutions. Helping their eco-
nomic growth is a critical factor to 
achieving success. 

CAFTA is the vehicle for achieving 
such important U.S. foreign policy and 
security objectives. CAFTA’s defeat 
would harm not only trade, but 
antiterrorism and antinarcotic efforts 
as well. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support the passage of CAFTA. A vote 
for CAFTA is a vote for U.S. national 
security. 

f 

COMMERCE AND CENSORSHIP 

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, as 
Congress considers the Central Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement, we can 
look on the other side of the world on 
what our trade agreements and trade 
policies have wrought. 

USA Today has an editorial today I 
will read from for a moment: ‘‘Part of 
the Internet’s magic is the freedom it 
bestows to travel as far as your mind 
can take you. But not if you’re in 
China. 

‘‘Software giant Microsoft has agreed 
to block certain words: democracy, 
freedom, and human rights among 
them,’’ on the Internet as part of its 
new Chinese Internet portal. They have 
been joined by Yahoo and by Google. 

So, Mr. Speaker, write in the words 
‘‘democracy’’ or ‘‘freedom’’ or the 
phrase ‘‘human rights,’’ and what 
comes up on your screen as those words 
are blocked? It says, ‘‘This item should 
not contain forbidden speech, such as 
profanity.’’ Human rights, freedom, de-
mocracy? That is profanity? 

Mr. Speaker, these trade agreements 
we have signed, coupled with our striv-
ing for freedom around the world and 
what our businesses say about their 

wanting to promote freedom and de-
mocracy, sound a bit hollow. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MARCHANT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 2005, and 
under a previous order of the House, 
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

f 

THE HIGH COST OF PRESCRIPTION 
DRUGS FOR AMERICANS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, once 
again I rise to talk about an issue that 
altogether too many Americans know 
more about than perhaps some folks 
here in Washington, and that is the al-
most inexcusable high prices for pre-
scription drugs here in the United 
States. The more we learn about this 
subject, the more frustrating it be-
comes, because what we have learned 
over the last 5 or 6 years is it is not 
just that Americans pay high prices for 
prescription drugs; it is that people in 
industrialized countries like Germany 
and France and Switzerland pay so 
much less than we do. 

What I have here is a chart, and I 
know these letters are almost too 
small to see on the television cameras, 
but let me point out a couple of the 
numbers. This is a chart of compara-
tive prices that we got from a phar-
macy in Frankfurt, Germany, called 
Metropolitan Pharmacy; and then we 
got prices from a local pharmacy in 
Rochester, Minnesota, for exactly the 
same drugs made in the same plants 
under the same FDA approval. What we 
see are some amazing differences. 

Look at, for example, the drug 
Nexium, 30 tablets, 20 milligrams. In 
Germany, you can walk in with a pre-
scription and buy that drug at the Met-
ropolitan Pharmacy for $60.25. That 
exact same drug in Rochester, Min-
nesota, will cost you $145.33. 

Let me just say that prices do vary 
from pharmacy to pharmacy; but I 
would guarantee that here in Wash-
ington, D.C., the price would probably 
be at least $145.33. 

Let us take the drug Zocor, 30 tab-
lets, 10 milligrams. In Germany you 
can buy that drug for $23.83, but here in 
the United States you would have to 
pay $85.39. 

Now, that is bad enough. But if you 
total all of these up, these are 10 of the 
more commonly prescribed drugs in the 
United States and Germany, the total 
for those drugs for a month’s supply in 
Frankfurt, Germany, $455.57. Those 
same drugs here in the United States, 
$1,040.4. That is a 128 percent dif-
ference. 

Now, this chart actually gets more 
interesting, because we have phar-
macists all over the world now who 
send us their prices on a regular basis 

so we can compare what is happening 
to drug prices. One year ago, when we 
compared a basket, now the drugs 
changed slightly, because some of these 
drugs went off patent, and so the bas-
ket of drugs changed slightly, but 1 
year ago, the difference between the 
basket of 10 of the most commonly pre-
scribed drugs in Germany was $430, and 
here in the United States it was $866. It 
was exactly a 100 percent difference. 

The point I want to make here is dur-
ing that period, during that 1-year 
time period, what happened was the 
value of the dollar relative to the euro 
actually came down. 

Now, I am not a monetarist, I do not 
quite understand these exchanges 
sometimes, but the people who do tell 
me that actually what should have 
happened is the price differential be-
tween the United States and Germany 
should have gotten less. It actually got 
worse. 

People ask, well, how could that hap-
pen? How could it be that the dif-
ference between what Americans pay 
and Germans pay actually got worse? 
Well, the reason is Americans are held 
hostage. The American market is a 
captive market, because not only do we 
give the pharmaceutical companies, 
which I believe we should give them 
the rights that they have in terms of 
their patent rights and so forth, I do 
not think that we should do anything 
to hurt people’s patent rights; but what 
we have done in the United States is 
different than just giving them patent 
rights. Intellectual property deserves 
patent protection. 

For example, we know that when 
Intel comes out with a new computer 
chip, that first chip off the line can 
cost $500 million, but we do not tell 
Intel that you can also control that 
product after you make the first sale. 
In other words, if they sell that chip to 
a distributor in Japan for $25 and they 
want to sell it to American manufac-
turers for $75, they cannot control 
what that distributor in Japan does. 
We have open markets. 

That is what we want to create here 
in the Congress. We have a majority of 
the House and a majority of the Senate 
who believe that it is time to stop 
holding Americans captive. We under-
stand that these drugs cost a lot of 
money to develop. 

We as Americans are willing to pay 
our share in terms of developing those 
drugs; but, unfortunately, Americans 
pay in three different ways for these 
drugs. First of all, we pay in the prices, 
and they are inflated. They are the 
highest prices in the world for these 
drugs. Secondly, we pay, in some re-
spects, through our Tax Code, because 
when companies develop these drugs 
here in the United States, they get to 
write off all of the cost of those re-
search and development dollars. 

But, third, and this is also important, 
Americans pay more than any other 
country through our tax dollars to help 
develop these drugs. This year, we will 
spend over $20 billion through various 
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agencies, the National Science Founda-
tion, the various groups at NIH, and 
even through the Defense Department, 
to help develop these miracle drugs. 

So in some respects, we pay for them 
in the prices we pay, we pay in the Tax 
Code, and we pay in the research that 
we pay for. 

It is time to give Americans access to 
world-class drugs at world-market 
prices.

f 

SMART SECURITY AND IRAQ’S 
SOLDIERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, on 
April 12 at Fort Hood, Texas, President 
Bush told an audience of thousands of 
servicemembers that, for the first 
time, Iraqi soldiers outnumbered U.S. 
soldiers in Iraq. Specifically, he put 
the number of trained Iraqi forces at 
150,000. 

This rosy assessment of the situation 
in Iraq is shocking, not only for its ar-
rogance, but also for its ignorance. Is 
the President totally oblivious of Iraq’s 
true security failures, or is he mis-
leading the American people into 
thinking that peace has taken hold? 

Either way, the President’s assess-
ment misleads the American people 
about the true situation in Iraq. Take, 
for example, his claim that 150,000 Iraqi 
soldiers have been trained. Iraqi mili-
tary leaders actually reveal that the 
number of trained soldiers is closer to 
75,000, about half of the President’s es-
timate. But the actual number of 
trained security personnel committed 
to a secure and democratic Iraq is even 
less than that, because many soldiers 
use their posts to assassinate political 
opponents. Others simply have no de-
sire to help secure Iraq. 

The chief of police in Basra, General 
Hassan al-Sade, stated that at least 
half of his 14,000-member militia are 
openly opposed to a secure Iraq, and 
another quarter are politically neutral 
and do not follow his military orders. 
General al-Sade recently told the 
Guardian newspaper, ‘‘I trust 25 per-
cent of my force, no more.’’ 

After giving his Fort Hood speech, 
the President never again mentioned 
that 150,000 Iraqi security personnel 
have been trained. Perhaps that is be-
cause he realized that his assessment 
was entirely inaccurate. 

But the President never admitted to 
the American people that he was wrong 
in this assessment, and he still has not 
told the American people how he plans 
to help secure Iraq or how and when he 
plans to bring the troops home. 

Mr. Speaker, the best way to help se-
cure Iraq and protect our troops is to 
remove U.S. troops from the country. 
Nothing enrages and unites Iraq’s in-
surgency more than the presence of 
nearly 140,000 American soldiers on 
Iraqi soil. 

One option is to bring one American 
soldier home for every trustworthy 

Iraqi soldier that has been trained. If 
75,000 Iraqi soldiers have been trained, 
half the President’s April 12 assess-
ment, then why can we not remove the 
same number of our own soldiers? 

This is just one plan to exit from 
Iraq. We have asked the President to 
come up with his own plan for securing 
Iraq. I am not against supporting the 
President’s plan if it is a good one; but 
right now, he does not even have a 
plan. So we will develop a plan of our 
own. 

Fortunately, there is a plan that 
would secure America for the future 
once we have cleaned up the mess we 
made in Iraq: SMART Security. 
SMART is a Sensible, Multilateral 
American Response to Terrorism for 
the 21st Century, and it will help us ad-
dress the threats we face as a Nation. 

SMART Security will prevent acts of 
terrorism in countries like Iraq by ad-
dressing the very conditions which 
allow terrorism to take root: poverty, 
despair, resource scarcity, lack of edu-
cation, and economic opportunities. 
SMART Security encourages the 
United States to work with other na-
tions to address the most pressing 
global issues. SMART Security ad-
dresses global crises diplomatically in-
stead of by resorting to armed conflict. 
Efforts to help the Iraqi people must 
follow the SMART approach: humani-
tarian assistance coordinated with our 
international allies to rebuild Iraq’s 
war-torn physical and economic infra-
structure. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been more than 2 
years since the United States started 
the war in Iraq. Do the American peo-
ple, especially the soldiers who are 
bravely serving our country halfway 
across the world, not deserve a plan for 
ending the war? It is time for the 
President to create a plan to end the 
war in Iraq to bring our troops home.

f 

b 2000 

WITHDRAWAL FROM IRAQ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MARCHANT). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. OSBORNE) is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. OSBORNE. Mr. Speaker, I hadn’t 
realized the juxtaposition that the 
speakers would have this evening. But 
my remarks, I think, dovetail some-
what with the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WOOLSEY) in regard to ad-
dressing the issue of withdrawing from 
Iraq and exit strategy and so on. We 
hear a lot of debate about that. 

And I am not here to debate the mer-
its of the war in the Middle East. I am 
not here to talk about the intelligence 
leading up to the war, but I would like 
to address the current reality of the 
situation, we are there. We made sac-
rifices. We have lost roughly 1,700 sol-
diers. We have spent billions of dollars. 

And yet as I traveled to the Middle 
East, I have been to Iraq three times, I 
have been to Afghanistan once, Kuwait 

once, I have been amazed at our sol-
diers’ morale. And they often tell me 
this, they say there are two wars that 
we are fighting over here, there is the 
war that we see on CNN, the bombings, 
the beheadings, and then there is the 
war that we are actually experiencing. 

And I wondered if you please go home 
and tell the American people what we 
are seeing and what we feel about the 
situation. So as far as Afghanistan is 
concerned, I met with a Colonel this 
morning who just returned from Af-
ghanistan. We realize we have dis-
rupted the terrorist training camps, 
their funding for terrorists have been 
disrupted, the Taliban has been re-
moved, they have a representative gov-
ernment, constitution, and a great 
leader in Karzai. So we have made con-
siderable progress. 

It is not perfect, but things have cer-
tainly gone well there. As far as Iraq is 
concerned, Saddam Hussein has been 
deposed. And I am the cochair of the 
Iraqi Womens Caucus. So I meet with 
Iraqi women in Iraq and also here. And 
the one thing that they continually 
tell me is this: They say, you know, 
Iraq is still a dangerous place. There is 
a lot of bad things. But for the first 
time in 30 years, we now have hope. We 
now see a future. And hope is a very 
powerful thing. 

As far as education is concerned, the 
school attendance has increased by 80 
percent, most of those are young 
women for the first time going to 
school. Health care, 97 percent of the 
young people have been vaccinated for 
the first time. We all know about the 
elections and how that empowered the 
Iraqi people. And one thing that we do 
not hear much about is economic activ-
ity, Iraqi income has doubled in the 
last year. So a great deal has been ac-
complished. So as far as the strategy is 
concerned, or is there an exit strategy, 
what are we talking about here? 

It is very clear. If you talk to Gen-
eral Casey, you talk to General 
Petraeus, they say here is the objec-
tive. We are going to train 270,000 
Iraqis. And they will give you charts 
that show you explicitly that they 
have trained more than 150,000, and 
they are armed and they are proficient 
at this point. So we are training about 
10,000 a month. So the math indicates 
that about 1 year from now we will be 
at 270,000. 

The other thing that has to happen, 
in addition to the 270,000 trained, is we 
have to make sure that Iraq can con-
trol its own destiny, we have to have a 
stable government, and we have seen 
some improvement in that direction as 
well. 

We have seen the Iraqis now out in 
front in most military actions. There 
are portions of the country where 
Iraqis are solely in control militarily. 
So we see signs that are good. The big 
question, the wild card at this point is 
Sunni involvement in the government. 
And Al Jafari will tell you, General 
Casey will tell you, we do not know 
how that is going to go, so we cannot 
give a precise timetable. 
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Declaring that we would pull out at a 

date certain, I think, would be counter-
productive. It would be a like giving a 
playbook to an opponent, as a coach, 
something you would not do. You 
would not give insurgents a date cer-
tain, where they can wait and say, 
well, this is the time when a certain 
amount of troops will be gone and we 
can go therefore begin to attack, and 
certainly encourage terrorists. 

A young captain in Kuwait told me 
this. He said, if we pull out pre-
maturely, three things will happen. 
Number 1, the 1,700 soldiers that we 
have had killed there will have died in 
vain, and we will have to tell their 
families that. Number 2, tens of thou-
sands of Iraqis will be killed in the en-
suing conflict, and we promised them, 
we gave them our word that this would 
not happen, that we would not pull out 
prematurely. 

And, thirdly, we would have encour-
aged terrorists around the world. And 
so it seems to me that the course that 
we are pursuing, while not perfect, 
makes some sense, and we definitely do 
have an exit strategy.

f 

CAFTA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, at 
the White House news conference early 
this month, President Bush called on 
Congress to pass the Central American 
Free Trade Agreement this summer. 
Earlier this month, the most powerful 
Republican in Congress, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. DELAY), promised a 
vote by July 4. Well, actually last year 
he promised a vote during 2004. Then he 
promised by Memorial Day that we 
would vote on CAFTA. Now, I think he 
means it this time, now he is saying we 
are going to vote on CAFTA by July 4. 

As Congress waits for the next 
CAFTA vote countdown to begin, while 
we wait and wait and wait, many of us 
who have been speaking out, on both 
sides of the aisle, dozens of Republicans 
and dozens of Democrats have a mes-
sage to the President and to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), re-
negotiate the Central American Free 
Trade Agreement. 

President Bush signed CAFTA almost 
13 months ago. Every trade agreement 
negotiated by this administration, Mo-
rocco, Chile, Singapore, Australia, has 
been voted on within 60 days of the 
President’s signing the agreement. But 
CAFTA has been 13 months. It has lan-
guished in Congress for more than a 
year without a vote because this 
wrong-headed trade agreement offends 
Republicans and Democrats. 

It offends small business people and 
farmers and ranchers. It offends Cen-
tral American workers and American 
workers. It offends advocates for food 
safety and the environment. Just look 
at what has happened with our trade 
policy, and the gentleman from Texas 

(Mr. DELAY) and the President want 
more of the same. 

Look at what has happened to our 
trade policy in the last dozen years. 
The year that I came to Congress, the 
same year that the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) came to 
Congress, we were elected in 1992, that 
year the U.S. had a $38 billion trade 
deficit, meaning we imported $38 bil-
lion more than we exported. 12 years 
later, a dozen years later, last year, 
our trade deficit went from $38 billion 
12 years later to $618 billion. 

It is hard to argue that our trade pol-
icy is working when the deficit goes 
from $38 billion and balloons to $618 
billion in just a dozen years. 

But, it is more than just some num-
bers, Mr. Speaker, on a trade deficit, it 
is also job loss. In the last 6 years, 
manufacturing jobs alone, the States 
in red have lost 20 percent or more of 
their manufacturing base. Michigan 
has lost 210,000 manufacturing jobs, Il-
linois, 224, Ohio 216, Pennsylvania 199, 
New Jersey over 100,000 Alabama and 
Mississippi together, 130,000 jobs. 

The States in blue have lost 15 to 20 
percent of their manufacturing jobs. 
Texas, 201,000. California 354,000. It is 
pretty clear our trade policy is not 
working, Mr. Speaker. Opponents to 
CAFTA know that it is an extension of 
the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment, a dysfunctional cousin of 
NAFTA, for all intents and purposes. 

It did not work then, it is not work-
ing now. It is the same old story. Every 
time there is a trade agreement in 
front of Congress, the President says it 
will mean more jobs for Americans. 
The President promises, we will manu-
facture more products and export them 
abroad. The President promises it will 
raise the standard of living in the 
countries of our trading partners, and 
the developing countries. 

Yet, with every trade agreement 
their promises fall by the wayside in 
favor of big business interests, not 
small business interests, big business 
interests that sends U.S. jobs overseas 
and exploit cheap labor abroad. 

Ben Franklin said the definition of 
insanity is doing the same thing over 
and over and over and expecting a dif-
ferent result. We hear the same prom-
ises on the same kind of trade agree-
ments, and we get the same negative 
results. In the face of overwhelming bi-
partisan opposition, Republican leader-
ship and the administration have tried 
every trick in the book to pass this 
CAFTA and they failed. 

Now, they have opened the bank. 
Desperate after failing to gin up sup-
port for the agreement based on its 
merits, CAFTA supporters are now at-
tempting to buy votes with their fan-
tastic promises. If history is an exam-
ple, Members should beware of these 
promises. Fewer than 20 percent, 14 out 
of 92 trade promises from the adminis-
tration in the last dozens years, 14 out 
of 92 trade promises, less than 20 per-
cent, were ever realized. 

The White House will make all kinds 
of promises to Members on both sides 

of the aisle, but do not be suckers, it is 
going to happen again and again and 
again. Instead of wasting with tooth-
less side deals, Ambassador Portman 
should renegotiate a trade deal, a 
CAFTA that will pass Congress. 

Republicans and Democrats, labor 
and business, farmers and ranchers, re-
ligious leaders in Central America, re-
ligious leaders in the United States, 
environmental and human rights orga-
nizations in all seven countries are 
speaking with one voice: Defeat this 
CAFTA and renegotiate a CAFTA that 
lifts up workers in both countries. 

Mr. Speaker, a worker in the United 
States averages about $38,000 a year in 
wages. The Dominican Republic about 
$6,000, Honduras about $2,600, Nica-
ragua 2,300. A Nicaraguan worker who 
earns $2,300 a year cannot buy cars 
made in Ohio, cannot buy prescription 
drugs manufactured in New Jersey, 
cannot buy textiles and apparel from 
North Carolina, cannot buy software 
from Seattle, cannot buy prime cut 
beef from Nebraska. 

Mr. Speaker, this agreement is about 
outsourcing jobs to El Salvador, ex-
ploiting cheap labor in Guatemala. 
When the world’s poorest people can 
buy American products, not just make 
them, then you know our trade policy 
will finally have succeeded.

f 

IRAQ AND GUANTANAMO 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, I rise tonight 
to talk about two issues, Iraq and 
Guantanamo, to talking about war and 
prisons. We have heard a lot about both 
in the last few months. And I think it 
is incumbent upon us to understand 
the situation. 

We hear about Iraq and the situation 
in Iraq. And I was fortunate on Janu-
ary 30 to be in Iraq, along with the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS), 
two Members of Congress on Election 
Day to see a nation born, a new nation 
with a democracy. The cynics said it 
would never happen. They said the 
Iraqi people were not smart enough to 
have a democracy, they did not know 
what it was like. 

Yet 60 percent of those people went 
out and voted, defiant of the tyranny, 
of the terrorists. Almost 60 of them 
were murdered either going to or from 
the polls, but yet they went and voted. 
Almost 300 others were injured going to 
and from the polls, but yet they voted. 
The timetable for that country to have 
a democracy is a short one, almost 2 
years. But we forget that our own 
country took 13 years, from the begin-
ning of the war for independence and 
the setting of the Constitution of the 
United States. It took us a long time. 

Yet we expect more of the Iraqi peo-
ple. And they are performing that. And 
I was honored to be there to see those 
people, to tell me personally that they 
appreciated American and America’s 

VerDate jul 14 2003 23:58 Jun 21, 2005 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00062 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K20JN7.118 H20PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4787June 20, 2005
youth sacrificing so this nation could 
be a free nation. 

I saw that they are concerned for 
American troops, the morale of the 
American troops. The concern that the 
Iraqi people had was that we would cut 
and run and leave before the job was 
done, before the Iraqi people were able 
to control their own country. But we 
will not cut and run, we will finish the 
job. It is not the way we do things in 
America, to run from a fight, liber-
ating a country that wishes to be free. 

And now we hear talk about Guanta-
namo Bay, the situation. Let me tell 
you something. Mr. Speaker, I have 
been to jails, I have been to prisons. I 
was a judge for 22 years, I was a pros-
ecutor for 8. I have seen numerous 
jails, numerous prisons in the State of 
Texas and our Federal prisons. I know 
what jails are like. I know what pris-
ons are like. And to compare Guanta-
namo Bay to a Nazi concentration 
camp, to the Soviet gulags is out-
rageous, it is an affront to those mil-
lions of people who died in those con-
centration camps. 

My dad served in World War II. And 
as a teenager, he saw those concentra-
tion camps. He helped liberate them 
with other Americans. Recently I had 
the chance to see some of those con-
centration camps some 50 years later. 
And to say that Guantanamo Bay is 
like a concentration camp minimizes 
the death that occurred in those con-
centration camps in Germany. And it 
is an insult to these people that died 
there. 

I think it is important, Mr. Speaker, 
that those people who talk and criti-
cize our situation in Iraq, that they go 
to Iraq. I went there for that very pur-
pose, to see our troops. And I think it 
is important that those people who 
criticize Guantanamo Bay, that they 
go to Guantanamo Bay and see that 
jail there. 

That is why I am recommending and 
offering that we go there as Members 
of Congress, we go as soon as we can to 
see the situation firsthand. We need to 
understand that the people in Guanta-
namo Bay are terrorists. We talk about 
them being prisoners of war, but to be 
protected under the Geneva Conven-
tion, Mr. Speaker, a person must have 
a commander, they must wear a uni-
form, they must not take and have 
concealed weapons. They must kill ci-
vilians or the innocent. 

And the terrorists that are in that 
jail down in Guantanamo Bay are not 
protected by the Geneva Convention 
because they violate these rules, these 
rules. And yet we hear of all of the bad 
things that are occurring.

b 2015 

I think it is incumbent to see the sit-
uation firsthand and make our own de-
termination because it is important 
that we not cut and run from this situ-
ation in Guantanamo Bay any more 
than we cut and run from Iraq. 

CAFTA HURTS WOMEN OF THE 
AMERICAS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MARCHANT). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Ms. KAPTUR) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, many 
people do not think of trade agree-
ments as an issue particular to women. 
But a briefing I held last week along 
with the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. WATERS), the gentlewoman from 
Illinois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY), the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. SOLIS), 
and the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. HARMAN) made clear how dis-
proportionately the proposed CAFTA 
agreement will negatively affect 
women. 

We tend to forget about women in 
forgotten places like the sweat shop 
zones in Guatemala, Nicaragua, the 
Dominican Republic, El Salvador, 
Costa Rica. But let me tell some of 
their stories. 

One worker, woman in Guatemala de-
scribes the way supervisors treat work-
ers in the maquiladora, the sweat shop 
where she works. She says, ‘‘Some-
times the supervisor grabs a piece of 
cloth you’re working on and throws it 
in your face. Once when a supervisor 
did that to me, I finally grabbed the 
piece from him and threw it back in his 
face. I did not cry. If I had cried, I 
wouldn’t have been able to answer him. 
Instead, I told him that he needed to 
start respecting the women that 
worked for him. I could have accepted 
it if he had just said the piece was no 
good, but to throw it in my face, I 
won’t stand for that.’’ 

How about the thousands of women 
who work in the banana packing 
plants? Who speaks for them? 

For the treatment that the woman in 
the textile company received, she earns 
$68 every 2 weeks including over time 
and bonuses, working many more than 
8 hours a day. She goes on to say, ‘‘The 
trousers we make cost about $39.50 
each. In 2 weeks we earn enough to buy 
2 pairs. But do you know how many 
pants we have to produce every day? 
Our quota is between 400 and 700 trou-
sers per day.’’ 

Another worker describes efforts to 
organize a union to represent women. 
She says, ‘‘The company used to fire 
workers without any cause. They did 
not always pay the workers their full 
salaries and there were lots of other 
problems, so the secretary-general said 
it would be a good idea to place an in-
junction. That’s when the company 
started to intimidate the workers. The 
situation got really bad . . . when 
someone shot at one girl while she was 
buying tortillas and hit her in the ear. 
From then on everyone was afraid and 
did not want to continue fighting’’ for 
an organization to represent the 
women, an actual union. 

Last year, a U.S. union official orga-
nizing in El Salvador was killed. No 
independent trade unions have been 
registered there in 4 years. In Guate-

mala only two collective bargaining 
agreements exist among more than 200 
textile factories. 

Now, U.S. Trade Ambassador 
Portman claims that poor enforcement 
is the only problem with Central Amer-
ica’s labor regimes, not inadequate 
laws. Yet there are dozens of serious 
deficiencies in Central American labor 
laws. CAFTA does not require compli-
ance with international labor stand-
ards like the freedom to associate and 
to bargain collectively, nor does it pro-
tect women against outright discrimi-
nation. And CAFTA offers no protec-
tion against weakening, gutting, or 
eliminating existing laws in the future. 

We need trade that serves women and 
workers in all of our countries, not 
agreements that force women into 
these awful conditions and places a 
downward pressure on the wages and 
working conditions that women in 
America have fought so very hard for 
from the very beginning in the mid-
1930s, women like my own mother who 
was the first member of my family ever 
to earn a living wage when she strug-
gled for the formation of the first 
union at an auto parts plant in our 
community. 

We do not want CAFTA to roll back 
standards for women of this hemi-
sphere and this continent. Women of 
the Americas should not stand for it. 
CAFTA would devastate family farm-
ers just like it did in Mexico under 
NAFTA when over a million and a half 
peasants were forced off their land and 
forced to migrate somewhere just to 
try to find a better way of life. And 
they end up working in these sweat 
shop zones or fleeing across our border, 
working under the table, not having a 
decent labor agreement under which 
their lives, and indeed their liveli-
hoods, can be guaranteed. 

Already over 60 percent of the work-
ers in Central America in their fac-
tories, in the banana packing houses 
are women. They work in very low-
skill, low-wage jobs with absolutely 
few labor protections. CAFTA would do 
very little to protect their labor rights 
in the sweat shops in which they spend 
the majority of their young years. 

Women have reported forced preg-
nancy testing, sexual harassment, and 
even physical abuse in this sector 
where women assemble clothing, pack 
bananas, and try to eke out a living for 
themselves and their families. 

I want to thank STITCH, a small or-
ganization that supports the voices of 
these women being heard here in the 
Congress of the United States.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FRANKS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. FRANKS of Arizona addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 
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EXAMINING BRAC CLOSURES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Mexico (Mr. PEARCE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to address the subject of the Base 
Realignment and Closure process that 
is currently ongoing. I speak as a 
former Air Force pilot and a member of 
Congress from New Mexico. Although 
the base that I would like to talk about 
does not lie in my district, I think the 
overall concern that I have is that the 
process of establishing military value 
has somehow been deeply flawed, at 
least with respect to this one base. I 
would like to mention a couple of 
things about it. 

According to the criteria set up by 
the BRAC Commission, encroachment 
was supposed to be one of the impor-
tant issues that was discussed. In other 
words, if a town grows around a mili-
tary base, it somehow loses its value 
because there are certain processes 
that are not as capable of being per-
formed. So encroachment, that is the 
growing of the population around the 
base, is an extremely important meas-
urement as we determine military 
value. 

But as we look at the population, the 
population is listed on this chart in 
red. In the white areas are low popu-
lation density areas. Cannon Air Force 
base is right here about 4 or 5 miles 
from the Texas border on the east side 
of New Mexico. As you can see, there 
are almost no population centers any-
where around. What this means is that 
Air Force fighters can take off from 
Cannon Air Force base without flying 
over densely populated areas. They can 
carry live munitions, live bombs, and 
live armament over this sparsely popu-
lated area without much risk. 

Now this last week we saw the Har-
rier jet that actually had problems and 
fell into a housing area with those mu-
nitions on board, and that is the prob-
lem with encroachment. And yet when 
the BRAC Commission says that we 
should not have encroachment and 
that will be a high priority, we see that 
no encroachment has occurred here. 
And as we look across the rest of the 
country, we see deep encroachment oc-
curring; and so one criteria appears to 
be completely ignored with respect to 
Cannon Air Force base in the eastern 
side of New Mexico. 

Another one of the criteria that was 
mentioned is training space 
unencumbered by the overflight of air-
lines and commercial traffic. Now, 
again, if people are not aware of the 
White Sands Missile Range that lies in 
the second district of New Mexico 
which I do respect, that is a completely 
restricted air space. No airliner ever 
flies through that air space. And so 
starting back across Dallas, one can 
see from this chart that almost no 
white exists, white would be the com-
mercial air traffic. But those flights 
begin to divert north toward Albu-
querque, or they divert south to El 

Paso and fly completely around New 
Mexico. 

Now, Cannon Air Force Base again 
lies about the midpoint in New Mexico 
along the New Mexico-Texas border, 
and it benefits because those airliners 
have already begun to divert far before 
they hit the New Mexico border, and so 
the air space that is available for train-
ing lies in this particular area. And, 
again, one of the extreme criteria of 
the BRAC Commission appears to have 
been either ignored or just disregarded. 

The problem of training space be-
comes even more important when it is 
considered with population density. 
Many times aircraft that take off from 
densely populated areas have to fly to 
areas of sparse population, and each 
flight in a military aircraft can run 
tens of thousands of dollars. It might 
be as much as $50,000 an hour to oper-
ate. So each hour to convey the air-
craft simply to the training zone is ex-
tremely expensive both in dollars and 
also in the use of the hours on the mili-
tary aircraft, each aircraft having a 
certain limited life in terms of flight 
hours. So, again, one of the criteria 
seems to be omitted. 

Another criterion that was judged to 
be important in evaluating which bases 
to keep open or closed were weather on 
the training days. Again, green indi-
cates the days of cloudy weather. The 
white areas are generally clear skies. I 
can tell you, having flown in New Mex-
ico most of my life, approximately 320 
days a year are available for flight 
training in New Mexico, and it is sig-
nificantly less. The next chart I show 
is simply a followup on that, and it 
shows precipitation. Again, one can see 
that the area around Cannon Air Force 
Base simply does not have the problem 
of precipitation. 

Again, precipitation is two problems. 
It is a problem of flying in bad and in-
clement weather, and it is also the 
problem of corrosion, and we do not 
have the problem on or in New Mexico. 
Again, it is a very significant thing. 

The final chart, Mr. Speaker, wraps 
it all up. New Mexico has the best, 
most accessible training space, the 
least encroachment, and the least over-
flight of commercial traffic. We are not 
able to understand exactly how the 
BRAC Commission came up with its re-
port. And we would urge the House to 
take a stand to see that military value 
is considered as we approach the ap-
proval of the BRAC process.

f 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EMANUEL) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. EMANUEL addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

OUT OF IRAQ CAUCUS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATERS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I come 
this evening to further announce to the 
people of this Nation that we have 
formed an Out of Iraq Caucus here in 
the Congress of the United States of 
America. 

There has been quite a bit of debate 
this weekend about the activities that 
took place here in Congress. There was 
a lot of discussion this weekend about 
the hearing that was held right here in 
the basement of the Capitol headed by 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS) in conjunction with a group 
that is now known as 
AfterDowningStreet.org. And that 
hearing helped to give exposure to the 
famous, now famous, infamous memo-
randum that basically some see as a 
smoking gun, discussing who knew 
what, when did they know it, and what 
did they plan to do. 

In essence, it is easy to conclude 
reading that memorandum that this 
administration, the President of the 
United States of America and others, 
had decided that they were going into 
Iraq, that they were going to attack 
Saddam Hussein long before 9/11. So 
that hearing took place, and it was a 
very interesting one. 

It was a very revealing one and over 
30 Members of Congress joined in the 
basement in this crowded room. And I 
have had a lot of questions this week-
end about why were we jammed into 
such a small room, and I had to answer 
truthfully and let the people who asked 
the question know that the Repub-
licans are in charge. They are able to 
determine where we meet, if we can 
meet, what kind of space we will have. 
And they have said to us, they are 
going to stop allowing us to use any 
committee rooms. And so even though 
it was a very small room, it was all 
that we could get. But, of course, those 
who have the power can choose to use 
it responsibly or irresponsibly. 

And I would say to the people of this 
country at this time that we will be 
thwarted in our efforts to get the word 
out, to have this kind of discussion; 
but we will persist, we will not give up. 

Further, aside from that hearing, we 
did form the Out of Iraq Caucus. Over 
60 Members have now signed up. And I 
am being asked by journalists and TV 
personalities, what happened? Why are 
you having this discussion and this de-
bate that is occurring at this time?

b 2030 

I must answer those questions by 
saying, first of all, we have Members of 
Congress who were elected by their 
constituents on peace, justice and 
equality issue. We have Members of 
Congress who have long histories fight-
ing and agitating for peace. Whether 
you talk about the Vietnam War or the 
work that many of us did to end apart-
heid in South Africa or the work that 
we are doing now to try to bring atten-
tion to genocide in Sudan, this is who 
we are. This is what we do. 

Philosophically, we cannot sit here 
and allow this war to continue with no 
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exit strategy, no answers, no reports 
from the President of the United 
States about how they are really going 
to get the training done, what does 
that mean and basically when are we 
going to bring our troops home. 

So we have joined with the American 
public. The American public have been 
waiting on us. They are against this 
war. The polls now are showing us that 
the American public wants this war to 
end, and so we have joined with them 
to provide some leadership. 

Our caucus is made up of an array of 
Democrats, some who come from the 
New Democrats, some from the Blue 
Dog Democrats, some from the Pro-
gressive Democrats, but we have come 
together to talk about coordinating ac-
tivities, helping to give a platform to 
this discussion, to work with the na-
tional peace organizations, to bring in 
people who have been trying to get to 
Congress but since we have no hearings 
that are going on, they have not been 
able to connect with anybody. We are 
going to connect with them, whether 
they are veterans against this war or 
mothers and fathers and family mem-
bers who have had their children and 
relatives killed in this war. They are 
now going to have Members to talk to. 

We are going to create this discus-
sion and this debate, and some people 
are saying out now. Some people are 
saying, Mr. President, give us a strat-
egy. Some people are trying to come up 
with a date certain. 

We have a bipartisan effort that has 
been put together with a date certain 
attached to it. As far as our caucus is 
concerned, people see it a little bit dif-
ferently, whether or not out now, 
whether or not we just beg the Presi-
dent to give us a strategy or whether 
or not we insist on a date certain. The 
most important thing is we are all or-
ganized just to get the word out. We 
want out of Iraq. 

This thing will evolve, and as it 
evolves, we will know what the right 
timing is. The President will have an 
opportunity now, given that he has 
seen the polls and he understands what 
is going on, he can denounce it or re-
ject it in any way that he wants, but 
the fact of the matter is the people of 
this country want us out. The new cau-
cus that I am so proud of that we have 
formed will work to make sure that we 
have the debate that we have not had.

f 

CAFTA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MARCHANT). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. BURTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I have listened to my colleagues 
with great interest tonight. 

Three issues seem to have been 
raised. One is on CAFTA, which I will 
address tonight, and then we talked 
about Guantanamo, which I am going 
to try to address later this week. Then 
we will talk about Iraq because there 

are parallels between what we are see-
ing in Iraq right now and what hap-
pened in World War I and World War II, 
but I cannot cover all those tonight. So 
I will debate my colleagues on some of 
those other issues later this week. 

Let me talk about CAFTA right now 
because the gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Ms. KAPTUR), my good friend, for 
whom I have the highest regard, was 
just talking about some of the prob-
lems that occur with women in Central 
and South America and the living con-
ditions and the working conditions, 
and I agree with her. 

Because of that, and a number of 
other reasons, I voted against NAFTA 
and worked with my colleague on that, 
and I voted against the WTO and the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade. So you probably ask, well, why 
in the world, Danny, would you be in 
favor of CAFTA if you opposed all 
those others? So I want to tell my col-
leagues tonight why I support CAFTA. 

First of all, we have what is known 
as the Caribbean Basin Initiative, and 
the Caribbean Basin Initiative is kind 
of a one-way street right now. We allow 
the Caribbean countries and Central 
American countries to export into the 
United States without tariffs while at 
the same time, when we send stuff into 
those countries, we do have to pay tar-
iffs in many cases. So the bottom line 
is it is a one-way street. 

The Caribbean Basin Initiative will 
go by the wayside if we pass CAFTA, 
and we will have a two-way street 
where there will be minimal tariffs or 
no tariffs whatsoever, and so our pro-
ducers will benefit the same as the pro-
ducers in Central America and the Car-
ibbean. I think that is one reason why 
I think CAFTA is a better deal than 
what we see with the Caribbean Basin 
Initiative. 

The second thing is that we need to 
see stability in Central and South 
America. President Reagan, when he 
was President, worked very hard to 
create democracy in our hemisphere, 
and as a result of the Reagan doctrine, 
all of the countries in Central and 
South America became fledgling de-
mocracies over the past few decades 
with the exception of Cuba. We are 
starting to see cracks in those democ-
racies because of the poverty down 
there and because of some leftist lead-
ers. We see problems in four or five, six 
countries in Central and South Amer-
ica right now, and one of the things 
that we need to do is to address the 
issue of poverty down there. 

One way to do that is to try to see 
some foreign investment going in there 
from places besides China and Europe 
into Central and South America so 
that we see a reduction in the poverty 
rate and a reduction in the pressure 
that is being brought about on the ex-
isting democracies down there to move 
toward leftist governments. 

If we have a change, a sea change in 
those countries in Central and South 
America, then what is going to happen 
is the illegal immigration problems 

that we see right now will be mag-
nified. They will grow because people 
want to flee tyranny. They want to flee 
conflict, and if you start seeing revolu-
tionary activity take place, like that 
which we saw in El Salvador in the 
1980s, and in Nicaragua in the 1980s and 
elsewhere, then you are going to see 
people saying, I am getting the heck 
out of here; I am going north; I am 
going to the United States. Our border 
is very porous. We have a terrible time 
controlling it right now. We have mil-
lions of people that have come across 
that border that are now in the United 
States that cost our taxpayers money 
and cause a lot of hardship and prob-
lems. 

So stabilizing those governments in 
Central and South America I think is 
extremely important. I am now the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on the 
Western Hemisphere on the Committee 
on International Relations, and I have 
had a chance, along with my colleague 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
MENENDEZ) to start looking at this 
issue. We may not agree on this, but I 
think it is important that we go down 
there and look at these countries and 
find out how we can make sure there 
are stable governments in place and 
that we do not see democracies start to 
deteriorate and go by the wayside. 

So I feel it is very important that we 
look at this from more than just one 
point of view. Trade is important. Job 
loss by Americans is very important. I 
am concerned about both of those 
things. A two-way street in trade with 
no tariffs I think is also very impor-
tant, but also one of the major issues 
as far as I am concerned is the sta-
bilization of democracy in our hemi-
sphere. If we do not, as a leader of 
democratic institutions in this hemi-
sphere and around the world, take the 
initiative to stabilize those countries, 
who in the heck will? 

So I still believe in free and fair 
trade. I would not vote for NAFTA 
today. I would not vote for GATT 
today. I would not vote for the WTO 
today, but I am going to vote for 
CAFTA, and the reason I am voting for 
CAFTA is for the reason I just said. I 
think it is extremely important to not 
only worry about trade and balance but 
also about national security and immi-
gration, and I hope my colleagues at 
least understand where I stand on this 
issue because I love you guys.

f 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. STRICKLAND addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on the subject of my Special Order. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
f 

TRIBUTE TO PETER RODINO 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, we are 
gathered here this evening to pay trib-
ute to one of the true heroes of our 
time, a man who earned a stellar na-
tional reputation but who also holds a 
very special place in the hearts of 
those of us from his home State of New 
Jersey and those who had the privilege 
to serve with him, former Congressman 
and Chairman of the House Judiciary 
Committee, the Honorable Peter W. 
Rodino. I feel privileged to hold the 
seat in Congress which Chairman Ro-
dino previously held from 1948 until his 
retirement 40 years later in 1989. 

It is certainly a testament to his out-
standing work here in the House of 
Representatives and the high esteem in 
which he was held among his constitu-
ents that he won reelection to Congress 
19 consecutive times over the course of 
his career. From my personal experi-
ence growing up in Newark, New Jer-
sey, I was inspired to enter public serv-
ice after reading stories in the news-
paper I delivered as a youngster, the 
Star Ledger, about the work of my 
local Congressman, Peter Rodino, and 
the passion he brought to his job. We 
felt proud to have such a hardworking 
and dedicated public servant rep-
resenting our interests in Washington, 
especially since I lived in the neighbor-
hood in the old North Ward of Newark 
where he served and lived. 

Peter Rodino was a driving force be-
hind all of the major civil rights legis-
lation and opened up doors of oppor-
tunity for an entire generation. Throw 
his service on the House Judiciary 
Committee he authored the majority 
reports on which the civil rights legis-
lation of 1957, 1960, 1964 and 1968 were 
based. In addition, he played a key role 
in the passage of the fair housing bill 
in 1966. 

He was active in the movements to 
establish a national holiday in honor of 
Dr. Martin Luther King, Junior, and to 
provide the District of Columbia with a 
voting delegate. 

During the Watergate hearings, 
Chairman Rodino won praise from both 
sides of the aisle for his fairness, even-
handedness and sense of decorum. He 
carried out his constitutional duty, but 
it was not a role he chose or relished. 
In fact, he broke down in tears after 
the Judiciary Committee approved ar-
ticles of impeachment against a Presi-
dent not of his own party. That kind of 
sensitivity and compassion is indeed 
rare today in the political arena. 

After his retirement from Congress, 
Congressman Rodino continued work-

ing diligently, serving as a distin-
guished visiting professor of constitu-
tional law at Seton Hall University in 
Newark, New Jersey. I was excited dur-
ing my first term in Congress to be 
part of a successful effort to secure 
over $5 million for the establishment of 
a model center for social justice at 
Seton Hall University School of Law, 
the Peter W. Rodino, Junior, Institute 
of Social Justice. 

Despite all of his achievements, 
Peter Rodino was most proud of being 
the son of an Italian immigrant who 
achieved the American dream. In fact, 
in a tribute to his Italian heritage, he 
sponsored the bill that made Columbus 
Day a Monday national holiday. He 
never forgot where he came from and 
he always had time to help other peo-
ple who needed a hand. 

In fact, after his passing on May 7, 
the Star Ledger ran a story about a 
sixth grade student, Christina 
Rodriguez, who had never met former 
Congressman Rodino, but called seek-
ing an interview for a school paper she 
was writing. Although he was in the 
middle of celebrating his 95th birthday 
with friends and family, he generously 
spent 45 minutes giving her a firsthand 
account of a chapter of history that 
took place long before she was born. 

Mr. Speaker, former Congressman 
Rodino was not only an admired leader 
and a great champion for all of the 
right issues, he was also a wonderful 
human being. Let us express our deep 
appreciation for his service in Con-
gress. 

Our heartfelt condolences go out to 
his wife, Joy; his son, Peter W. Rodino, 
III; his daughter, Margaret Stanziale 
and her husband Charles Stanziale; his 
three grandchildren, Carla Prunty, 
Maria Stanziale and Talia Rodino; and 
his twin great-grandchildren, Annabel 
and Charlotte Prunty. 

At this time, Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS), who served on the Judiciary 
Committee with Mr. Rodino, the cur-
rent ranking member on the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, who has 
served in the Congress for close to 40 
years.

b 2045 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me, but 
would be pleased if the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. PELOSI), the mi-
nority leader, would precede me. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
PELOSI). 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I know 
how close the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CONYERS) was to our former 
colleague, Congressman Rodino, and I 
am very honored he would yield to me 
to speak about him. 

I want to express my appreciation to 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE) and say how impressive it is to 
see him; the Chair of our caucus, the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
MENENDEZ); and all of the members of 

the New Jersey delegation; along with 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. FRANK) and the gentleman from 
California (Mr. SHERMAN) and the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-
LEE) of the Committee on the Judici-
ary, all who served with Mr. Rodino or 
served under his legacy, or are just 
proud to speak out this evening. I 
thank the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. PAYNE) for organizing this Special 
Order. 

First, I join the gentleman in ex-
pressing heartfelt condolences to the 
entire Rodino family, to his wife, Joy, 
daughter Margaret, and of course his 
son, Peter. I hope they find comfort in 
the proud legacy he leaves. I hope it is 
a comfort to them that so many people 
mourn their loss and are praying for 
them. 

A man of integrity and humility, 
Peter Rodino was a great American 
who served our Nation with great dig-
nity and honor. He was truly a historic 
figure and consequential leader who 
changed the course of history for the 
better. 

Many years ago, President John Ken-
nedy spoke of ‘‘the high court of his-
tory’’ by which public officials will be 
judged. History will treat Peter Rodino 
very well. 

By conducting the Watergate im-
peachment hearings with fairness, 
Peter Rodino ensured that the rule of 
law prevailed during one of the great-
est constitutional crises in our coun-
try. He spoke before this House when 
the Watergate impeachment hearings 
and said, ‘‘Whatever the result, what-
ever we learn or conclude, let us now 
proceed with such care and decency 
and thoroughness and honor that the 
vast majority of the American people, 
and their children after them, will say: 
‘That was the right course. There was 
no other way.’’’ 

He did all that and more. His con-
tribution was immeasurable. Ameri-
cans will be forever grateful for his 
courage and for his defense of the Con-
stitution. 

Though most renowned for the serv-
ice he rendered during the Watergate 
impeachment hearings, Peter Rodino 
left a lasting imprint as a distin-
guished chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee, an author of significant 
legislation, ranging from civil rights to 
immigration to protecting consumers. 
A Seton Hall law professor, Paula 
Franzese said at his funeral, ‘‘He was a 
champion for the underdog. He was a 
speaker for those who had no voice.’’ 
What a magnificent compliment, and 
still understates the contribution he 
made. 

Peter Rodino was a main sponsor of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1966 and au-
thored the extension of the Voting 
Rights Act in 1982. He reformed immi-
gration quotas and promoted fair hous-
ing laws, and he was one of the authors 
of the Hart-Scott-Rodino Act that pro-
tects consumers by preventing anti-
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competitive mergers. He was a legisla-
tive and legal giant whose work con-
tinues to have a profound impact on 
the lives of Americans. 

Peter Rodino’s passing is a personal 
loss to who all served with him. It was 
an honor to call him colleague. Though 
a giant in Congress, he was always 
kind to newer, more junior Members 
who looked to him for guidance. He 
was of course a great source of pride 
and inspiration for all of us in the 
Italian-American community. I had a 
special bond with him in that regard. 
He was, as Father Nicholas Gengaro 
noted at the funeral, ‘‘a household God, 
patron of the good name and respect’’ 
of Italian Americans. 

He was always proud of his heritage. 
As a Congressman, one of his notable 
achievements was sponsoring the bill 
that made Columbus Day a national 
holiday, a day that commemorates the 
contributions of Italian Americans. 

After serving in Congress for nearly 
40 years, Mr. Rodino did not retire, he 
returned to his beloved Newark and 
continued his public service until his 
passing. He found a new and noble call-
ing as an educator and law professor at 
Seton Hall Law School, and he shared 
his lessons with new generations of 
students so they could learn from his 
example and so that the lessons of Wa-
tergate will never be forgotten. 

As he said in an interview a year ago, 
‘‘People today just do not know what 
happened, and they should.’’ And they 
did learn more when he passed away 
because so many compliments were ex-
tended to his family for his incredible 
leadership. Because of Peter Rodino, 
the rule of law prevailed. He stood for 
truth and accountability and fought 
against abuses of power and corrup-
tion. 

His legacy is a reminder it is our con-
stant duty to protect and defend the 
Constitution of the United States, the 
rule of law and our civil liberties. That 
is the oath of office we take and we 
must never, never let our guard down 
on it. Tonight as we recall the life of 
Peter Rodino, we must honor his leg-
acy by conducting ourselves and all of 
our public duties with integrity and 
fairness, and we must honor his coura-
geous legacy by upholding the rule of 
law as he did so much to advance, and 
defending the Constitution he did so 
much to protect. 

Again, I offer my condolences to the 
family. It is a great loss for so many 
reasons, but he had a wonderful smile 
and a twinkle in his eye and he was 
just a great and wonderful person. You 
could see the spark of divinity in him, 
and his generosity of spirit and kind-
ness to so many people, and the great-
ness of his intellect. 

I offer my condolences to his family 
for their personal loss. As a Nation, we 
give thanks for his life, a life that en-
riched and ennobled all who knew him, 
and a life of dedicated and courageous 
service. We shall miss him greatly.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) for call-

ing this Special Order to commemorate 
a giant of the Congress. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
PELOSI) for those kind words. I know 
his wife, Joy, will appreciate those 
words as she is watching this tonight 
in the comfort of her home with other 
members of her family. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS). 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, when we 
think of Peter Rodino on the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, it conjures up 
the names of some of those great men 
and women, Barbara Jordan, who 
walked the halls, who listened in that 
2141 Rayburn Room to the constitu-
tional arguments that were being pre-
sented day in and day out. And we 
thought what would happen after 
Mannie Celler was the chairman. Here 
was little old Peter Rodino and people 
said, Wow, where are we going to go 
from here? Mannie Celler was a giant, 
an orator, a fighter, a great writer. And 
Peter Rodino came to the chairman-
ship of the Committee on the Judiciary 
as a very modest, humble member of 
that committee. He never sought the 
spotlight. You would rarely see him on 
television before Watergate and im-
peachment. It seemed like it was provi-
dent that for that impeachment, we 
needed exactly the kind of persona that 
Peter Rodino brought because without 
it, I can tell Members we do not know 
where that committee was going. That 
committee was very passionately di-
vided, and it was very even numbers of 
Democrats and Republicans. 

There was open writing about wheth-
er this Nation could stand an impeach-
ment of a President because there had 
not been one in over 100 years. They 
were saying how can Chairman Rodino 
contain this huge division that is rip-
ping not just Washington but the whole 
Nation, indeed the world was focused 
on whether or not there were grounds 
to remove under the second amend-
ment to the Constitution under arti-
cles of impeachment for treason, high 
crimes or misdemeanors. 

Believe me, we were under a great 
deal of tension. Everybody was getting 
angrier in their speeches and the pro-
nouncements of the Members, but 
Peter Rodino never lost his temper. He 
never raised his voice. After we had the 
White House tapes come out, then the 
articles of impeachment came forward. 
And out of five of them, three of them 
received the votes of at least half a 
dozen Republicans and Democrats as 
well. I might as well tell Members 
there were Democrats on the com-
mittee that were not convinced that 
impeachment was the route to go. 

So Peter Rodino, with people like 
Bob Kastenmeier of Wisconsin, Don Ed-
wards of California, Jerome Waldie of 
California, Barbara Jordan. And there 
was a freshman member on the com-
mittee named the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. RANGEL). And there were 
some interesting staff members. One 
was named attorney HILLARY RODHAM 

and another was Attorney ZOE 
LOFGREN. There were all kinds of 
names coming in and out. 

Every day brought new develop-
ments. President Nixon was resolute 
that he would never give up his office 
to these kinds of scurrilous attacks, 
and Peter Rodino persevered through 
this. Had there been a chairman with a 
different personality or temperament, I 
am not sure how those impeachment 
hearings would have gone forward. 

When I visited Peter Rodino at Seton 
Hall Law School last spring, he was 
still full of stories. He was still remind-
ing me of incidents and how we had to 
get the votes and master the sub-
poenas, the issuance of the subpoenas 
and the order of witnesses and what we 
would do with John Dean and 
Haldeman and Archibald Cox. Those 
names all figured into this incredible 
situation that this very modest Mem-
ber of Congress from Newark who pre-
ceded the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. PAYNE) was able to keep it to-
gether. 

It transformed America. It forced the 
President to resign rather than to have 
us have to bring those articles of im-
peachment forward. Chairman Rodino 
worked behind the scenes to figure out 
who would actually take the place of 
President Nixon. 

I will never forget the discussions 
that went on in 2141 Rayburn House Of-
fice Building in which finally the 
Speaker from Oklahoma and the chair-
man of the Committee on the Judiciary 
said there is only one thing that we 
can do to keep this country on an even 
keel, and that is there is one congress-
man in the House who can do this and 
he would be accepted by the Ds and the 
Rs, and his name was the gentleman 
from Michigan, Gerald Ford. They took 
that name down and moved it forward. 

I want to tell Members, Peter Ro-
dino, when he would see someone that 
was there during those months from 
May 1974 to July 1974, he would start 
off by saying, JOHN, do you remember 
that day we had so and so come by our 
office and we had to decide on whether 
we were going to issue subpoenas or 
not, or whether we were going to let 
them bring their testimony forward or 
whether we could get a bipartisan 
group of Members to move these hear-
ings forward.

b 2100 

The pundits were all writing, This is 
ridiculous. This can’t be done. Peter 
Rodino has no experience to bring this 
kind of a matter to the House of Rep-
resentatives. It does the House and the 
Congress and the country a huge dis-
service. But Peter Rodino, his excellent 
staff, the Members of both parties 
gradually, one by one, realized that we 
had more than enough grounds. As a 
matter of fact, we had more articles of 
impeachment. After a while, we 
stopped raising new articles because 
they were not necessary. 

And so I want to tell everybody here 
that even though I have served under 
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Emanuel Celler and Jack Brooks and 
HENRY HYDE and JIM SENSENBRENNER, 
Peter Rodino was the leader of this 
committee that I have served on since 
I have been in the House of Representa-
tives, the committee that protects the 
Constitution, the committee that pro-
motes civil rights, the committee that 
has spent all of its time trying to make 
the Federal criminal code, the laws of 
the land, the compacts between the 
States, the Department of Justice 
oversight that has been within our ju-
risdiction. 

Peter Rodino served those noble ends 
in a way that none of the previous 
chairmen of this great committee and 
the Congress have. I will always re-
member with great pleasure and privi-
lege in the fact that I was able to serve 
on that committee with this wonderful 
man. We will always remember the 
great service that he gave to this coun-
try. 

Mr. PAYNE. Let me thank the gen-
tleman from Michigan for his institu-
tional memory and to really bring 
alive those trying days when this Na-
tion was on the brink of which way to 
go. We really appreciate his recounting 
history. He made it alive again. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ), the 
caucus Chair of the Democratic Party. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank my distinguished colleague 
and friend from New Jersey, particu-
larly as we coshare the great city of 
Newark in representation in the Con-
gress of the United States and particu-
larly the privilege I have had rep-
resenting the people of the North and 
East Ward at Newark North Ward 
where Peter Rodino lived most of his 
life, throughout his life, and for orga-
nizing this special opportunity. I want 
to thank the distinguished whip for 
yielding in the process here because I 
have an event to go to. 

Particularly, I want to join in paying 
honor to a great American and a re-
spected public servant, the late Con-
gressman from New Jersey, Peter Ro-
dino. Though I never had the pleasure 
of serving with Congressman Rodino in 
the House, I have tremendous admira-
tion for his work. I have heard from so 
many of his colleagues who did have 
the opportunity and the privilege of 
serving with him as well as from my 
colleague DONALD PAYNE of his tremen-
dous respect in the House; and cer-
tainly from his work, one would under-
stand that. 

I join today in mourning the loss of a 
man of wisdom and integrity who spent 
his long career fighting tough battles 
to improve the quality of life for the 
people of his district and the Nation. 
Like many of his generation, Congress-
man Rodino’s loyal service to his coun-
try began in the trenches of World War 
II, where he fought valiantly and 
emerged as a decorated war veteran. 

During his 40-year tenure in the 
House of Representatives, he served 
with distinction and established him-
self as a champion in the fight for so-

cial justice and equality for all Ameri-
cans. Though some may not have 
viewed him as the most outspoken 
Member of Congress, Congressman Ro-
dino worked diligently to bring about 
real social change and let his actions 
speak instead. He chose his battles 
wisely and played a critical role in de-
veloping historic pieces of legislation 
in the areas of civil rights, immigra-
tion, and fair housing. His vision is im-
printed in many legacies that have 
shaped the future of our country, in-
cluding the monumental Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 in which he played a vital 
role pushing it forward and seeing it 
become law. 

In this way and many more, Con-
gressman Rodino served our country 
far beyond the borders of his constitu-
ency. His sense of duty to serve our Na-
tion saw no barriers and no obstacle 
too great. Just as remarkable as his 
perseverance to improve civil rights 
was his fairness during a time of con-
stitutional crisis. 

Congressman Rodino, as we just 
heard from our colleague, stepped into 
the role as the chairman of the House 
Judiciary Committee during a precar-
ious moment in our Nation’s history. 
Today in a political atmosphere sharp-
ly divided along party lines, we look 
with even greater admiration at Con-
gressman Rodino, a statesman who was 
able to use his political acumen to 
work in a bipartisan fashion during the 
turbulent era of the Watergate inves-
tigation. His calm, nonpartisan leader-
ship approach earned him the respect 
of people from all political persuasions, 
and he proved himself to be a steady 
hand in a sea of storms. 

History will record that he defended 
and preserved the Constitution, some 
may say an ordinary man who per-
formed an extraordinary service for the 
Nation. His life experiences and exten-
sive career in this Chamber helped him 
to become one of its great voices of 
reason. 

I had the benefit of speaking with 
Congressman Rodino during the Clin-
ton impeachment trial. After hearing 
his wise counsel, I was convinced based 
on that conversation and all of the 
facts, of course, that there were no 
grounds for impeachment. I, like many, 
trusted his insight, and the House was 
fortunate to have such a thoughtful, 
perceptive Member. 

But beyond the longevity of his pub-
lic service, I was most impressed by his 
sense of integrity and his commitment 
to upholding the principles of the Con-
stitution. He was known for carrying 
around a copy of the document he so 
admired in his pocket. Not only did he 
know the principles it embodied inside 
and out; he lived them. Few of us have 
the opportunity to witness almost a 
century of history, but we should all 
aspire to be so influential in shaping 
that history. Peter Rodino was a man 
ahead of his time, who saw beyond the 
circumstances he came from and be-
yond the barriers that surrounded him. 
His vision for this country has made 

this Nation and the people it protects 
stronger, and it is a lasting vision we 
still benefit from today. 

I, too, would like to offer my sincere 
condolences to Congressman Rodino’s 
wife, Joy, his two children and ex-
tended family. May they find comfort 
and peace in the memory of this ac-
complished man who leaves behind a 
tremendous legacy of greatness. 

Mr. PAYNE. Let me thank the Demo-
cratic Caucus Chair, the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ), for 
those kind words. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the minority 
whip, the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. HOYER). 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE) for yielding, and I am pleased 
to join so many of my friends from New 
Jersey who were and are from the 
State so ably represented for 40 years 
by Peter Rodino. I note that we are 
also joined by CHARLIE RANGEL who 
served side by side with Peter Rodino 
from an adjoining State and my friends 
BARNEY FRANK and HOWARD BERMAN 
who have served with such distinction 
on the Judiciary Committee. 

I did not know Peter Rodino well. I 
knew him. I had the privilege of serv-
ing with him. I worked for a United 
States Senator, first a House Member, 
in 1962. Of course, Mr. Rodino was here 
at that point in time. But it was not 
until some 10, 12 years later that he be-
came the famous Peter Rodino. But he 
was not necessarily perceived to be fa-
mous at the outset. 

His father at the age of 16 came from 
Italy, had come to the United States. 
Peter was born in a tenement in New-
ark. His mother died at age 4. I am sure 
that most Americans hearing that 
background would not have said to 
themselves that this young man will 
grow up not only to be a Representa-
tive in the Congress of the United 
States but also to represent America’s 
most valued principles, America’s bed-
rock commitment to democracy and 
its commitment to the fact that no in-
dividual, no matter how powerful he or 
she might be, is above the Constitution 
or the laws of the United States of 
America. 

That in many ways makes us unique. 
Certainly it makes us different from 
the autocracies that we see even today 
around the world. It was Peter Ro-
dino’s lot to be called upon to meet the 
challenge of redeeming once again that 
promise of American democracy; and 
short in stature though he may have 
been, he was tall in stature to meet 
that challenge. Last month, we lost 
him at age 95, having served 40 years in 
this body. 

Peter Wallace Rodino ably rep-
resented the 10th District of New Jer-
sey, 40 years, 4 decades, a long period of 
time. He was first elected to the 81st 
Congress in 1948 and reelected 19 times. 
I believe the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. RANGEL) has been reelected at 
least 19 times. 

Mr. RANGEL. Seventeen. 
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Mr. HOYER. Seventeen times. The 

gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DIN-
GELL) has been reelected 19-plus times. 
We all had the opportunity of serving 
here with Mr. Whitten who was re-
elected, I believe, 25 or 26 times, served 
a half a century. Clearly, Peter Rodino 
was one of the longest serving. But 
serving a long time in and of itself sim-
ply means that you were able to live 
and to be reelected. Serving well is the 
mark of one who served our country, 
and that is Peter Rodino’s legacy. 

His lead role as chairman of the 
House Judiciary Committee’s impeach-
ment investigation has been spoken of 
here, and that is clearly what he will 
be remembered for. However, he also 
doggedly, as has also been said, fought 
for the rights of people, authoring mul-
tiple civil rights reports which formed 
the basis of several landmark civil 
rights bills. 

That was in a time when we recall 
that the Senate was refusing to pass 
legislation to outlaw lynching. The 
Senate just a few days ago apologized 
for that. The House passed a number of 
bills, but the Senate failed to pass 
them. Peter Rodino, even at that time, 
before it became really popular and the 
thing to do, was standing tall for the 
rights of individuals. JOHN CONYERS 
spoke eloquently to that just now. 

The son of an Italian immigrant. 
How proud NANCY PELOSI, herself a 
child of a famous Italian family, must 
have felt in rising to speak about Peter 
Rodino, an Italian who brought luster 
to his Italian heritage and to his Amer-
ican citizenship and country. He dem-
onstrated extraordinary determination 
that characterized so many of his gen-
eration. Tom Brokaw called Peter Ro-
dino’s generation the greatest genera-
tion. Peter Rodino demonstrated that 
both at war and at peace, on the fields 
of battle in World War II and on the 
floor of this House, particularly in the 
1970s. 

For 10 years, he worked days and at-
tended law school at night, graduating 
from what is now Rutgers law school.

b 2115 

His personal courage, of course, was 
never in question. He volunteered for 
service during World War II, as I have 
said, even though he was too old and 
could have been exempted. Some lied, 
of course, and said they were 18 when 
they were 16 to get in the service. But 
Peter Rodino, who had served ably at 
that point in time in his community 
said, ‘‘send me,’’ ‘‘send me,’’ to his 
country. 

He served in the army from 1941 to 
1946, fighting with the First Armored 
Division in North Africa and in the 
home of his father’s birth, Italy. He 
was awarded the Bronze Star, a War 
Cross, and Knight Order of the Crown 
from Italy. 

His defining moment, of course, as we 
have all said was 1974, when he stood up 
for the Constitution, for the American 
people, for a way of life, for a con-
tinuity of government. Judiciary 

Chairman Rodino demonstrated wise 
judgment. ‘‘Wise’’ has been used a 
number of times in referring to Peter 
Rodino. How appropriate. 

At a moment of instability and un-
certainty for our Nation, which could 
have been dangerously exacerbated by 
excessive partisanship or overzealous 
action, Chairman Rodino brought wise, 
measured, thoughtful, and honest con-
sideration to this awesome task. 

This Nation was blessed by God with 
Peter Rodino, as God has blessed this 
Nation with many others at times of 
crisis to stand and serve ably and wise-
ly. 

I want to say to his family that we 
share their loss, we thank them for his 
service, and we will remember our dear 
and faithful, wise and kind, good col-
league, Peter Wallace Rodino. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the minority whip for his participa-
tion. I am sure those words are of com-
fort to the family. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time, I yield to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
RANGEL), the ranking member on the 
Committee on Ways and Means, a per-
son who served with Congressman Ro-
dino on the Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE) for giving us who knew and 
loved Peter an opportunity to share 
our views. It has not gone unnoticed 
that the gentleman from New Jersey 
has reminded me on a number of occa-
sions that if I had endorsed him earlier, 
he would have had as much seniority as 
I have today. But I do recall that he 
never, ever, in the heat of campaigns, 
said anything to take away from the 
integrity of this great American, Peter 
Rodino. 

Ironically, even though the chairman 
of that committee when I first got here 
was from Brooklyn, I did not know 
Mannie Celler, but the gentleman from 
New Jersey knows him, the closeness 
of Newark and Harlem. 

I did know Peter Rodino, and during 
the time I was in the State legislature, 
he was telling me what the Congress 
was doing or not doing or should be 
doing about the international drug 
trafficking and about the plight that 
our cities were having with addiction 
and crime. 

So when I came here, I was so hon-
ored to be on that committee, never 
knowing that my friend Peter Rodino 
would be the chairman of that com-
mittee in such a short period of time. 
But Peter really loved this country. He 
really loved the Judiciary Committee. 
And I never saw anyone that felt so 
warmly about his home country. He 
really was proud of being an Italian 
and wanted so much to make certain 
that he brought honor to his people and 
his community, to his constituents and 
to the Congress. 

As I heard the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CONYERS) say, assuming the 
chairmanship of that committee in the 

shadows of Mannie Celler was not an 
easy thing to do. We were constantly 
reminded, and I see the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) here, 
that impeachment did not automati-
cally go to the Judiciary Committee. 
And more than once the Speaker would 
say if we did not move on to either im-
peach President Nixon or get off his 
back that a special select committee 
would be called. 

Every time we came here on Monday, 
we were beseeched by Members asking 
us, ‘‘What are you going to do? Get on 
with it? We are facing an election, and 
you guys are just on television.’’ 

That was a lot of pressure on Peter 
Rodino, who had assumed these new re-
sponsibilities. There was some testi-
mony that was embargoed but recently 
was released, which to me said a lot 
about Peter. It had to do with the tapes 
that President Nixon had with con-
versations he had with Haldeman, 
Erlichman, and Dean. And the Presi-
dent was very concerned about the life 
expectancy of Thurgood Marshall and 
went on in his rambling way of talking 
about people who would not be replac-
ing him based on their color and reli-
gion. So he went through blacks, and 
he went through Jewish people, and 
then he went through Italians, in a 
most derogatory way. The way the op-
eration was on the committee was that 
we would have a transcript, and we 
would listen to the tape. But when it 
got to the Italian part of the tape, it 
was excised in the written transcript 
and silenced on the tape. But any Mem-
ber could go to the Chief Counsel to see 
what was excised, and he had excised 
that part that spoke against the 
Italian people and why they should not 
be expected to get a judgeship because 
of their backgrounds. 

I came out and I said, ‘‘Peter, why 
the heck would you take this off of the 
tape?’’ And he said, ‘‘Because it had 
nothing to do with the relevancy of 
whether or not the President of the 
United States should be impeached.’’ 
And I smiled because that is the integ-
rity of a person, who could have re-
ceived headlines throughout the coun-
try for exposing the President, wanting 
so much to have due process overcome 
the prejudices and the partisanship 
that certainly did not exist as it does 
today but it was there. And Peter just 
felt that defaming people in the pri-
vacy of the White House did not deter-
mine whether or not he had violated 
the Constitution. 

Peter Rodino was one heck of a cou-
rageous guy and, indeed, rose to the oc-
casion where those of us that were on 
the committee knew that the wrong-
doers in the White House were so afraid 
that the impeachment of President 
Nixon will cause havoc not only in the 
government, but throughout these 
United States. And when articles were 
voted, Peter went to the rear of the Ju-
diciary room to call his family and, 
with tears in his eyes, announced that 
the President of the United States had 
Articles of Impeachment voted against 
him. 
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A lot of people do not know, but 

Peter became the most popular person 
not for the decision but because he 
kept this country together. He kept 
this Congress together. And a lot of 
people do not know, but Mario Biaggi 
knew that a committee was formed to 
have Peter Rodino as a candidate for 
Vice President of the United States to 
run with Jimmy Carter. And we dis-
cussed that he got his interview, and 
that was when Mondale prevailed. But 
I would suspect that those people who 
came to this great country forcefully, 
or because they wanted to get here 
would have to show that if a guy like 
Peter Rodino from the streets of New-
ark could face the international re-
sponsibility of stabilizing the world’s 
most powerful government and to come 
out with the scores that he did as a 
great American, I know his wife, Joy, 
and his family would know that this is 
a great country, Peter Rodino was a 
great person, and the integrity of this 
Congress was raised to a level that I do 
not remember ever reading about since. 

I want to thank the gentleman (Mr. 
PAYNE) and our colleagues for never al-
lowing this world to forget what a per-
son from Newark or Harlem or any-
where in this country, when chal-
lenged, they could meet this challenge. 

I thank Mr. PAYNE for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
RANGEL) for bringing history alive. As 
we have indicated before, I think this 
is a wonderful opportunity for Amer-
ica, and I hope that these tapes will be 
shown in law schools and around the 
country so students who will take the 
mantles of government and judiciary 
positions will know what a wonderful 
person this was. 

At this time I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK), who 
also served on the Judiciary Com-
mittee with Chairman Rodino, who ac-
tually was a resident of New Jersey be-
fore moving to Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
New Jersey for yielding to me. 

And it is true. I grew up in Bayonne, 
New Jersey, in the gentleman from 
New Jersey’s (Mr. MENENDEZ) district. 
And growing up, Peter Rodino was 
someone for whom I had a great deal of 
respect, someone whom, as I thought 
about a political career, I admired 
enormously, living not far from his dis-
trict. And then, of course, I watched, as 
did the whole country, in the 1970s 
when the impeachment went forward. I 
was then in the State legislature. I did 
not, as did the gentleman from Michi-
gan and the gentleman from New York, 
serve on the committee during im-
peachment. So when I got here in 1981, 
having been elected in 1980, and got as-
signed to the Judiciary Committee, it 
was really a reinforcement to me of the 
kind of literally awe-inspiring role I 
had been lucky enough to take, having 
known of Peter Rodino when I was in 
high school. 

Having watched him perform in that 
masterfully understated way at the 
most critical period in the 1970s, and 
then to be accepted by him as a col-
league meant a great deal to me. And 
sometimes when we meet someone of 
whom we have a very high opinion, 
anti-climax sets in. The object of one’s 
admiration does not always live up to 
it. That was not the case with Peter. I 
served for 8 years as a member of the 
Judiciary Committee under his leader-
ship, and it was the legislative process 
at its best. 

Peter Rodino had a gentle toughness. 
He was a man who was in person pleas-
ant, calm, thoughtful. But there was a 
toughness both in terms of integrity 
and in terms of commitment to prin-
ciple that informed that gentleness. 
And as previous Members have said, he 
was a great defender of the U.S. Con-
stitution. He was a great believer that 
our job here was in part to take that 
marvelous document, the U.S. Con-
stitution, with all of the wonderful 
principles it set forward, and to com-
plete the job that had only been begun 
when the Constitution was adopted of 
extending the benefit of those prin-
ciples to everybody in this society. 
Peter understood that the Constitution 
was a set of aspirations only imper-
fectly realized at first. And his job, 
more than anything else, was to help 
America realize those aspirations and 
help everybody in America realize 
those aspirations. 

And one of the things that is always 
striking to me is when someone shat-
ters stereotypes. And let us be clear, 
Peter Rodino, when he got here, faced 
a number of stereotypes. People make 
jokes about New Jersey. People make 
ethnic allusions. There is no point in 
denying this. Peter Rodino faced that. 
When Peter Rodino was slated to be 
the chairman of the committee and im-
peachment was pending, the rumor 
mill was very active: Oh, we cannot 
have Rodino do it. Who knows what 
there will be? Who knows if he can live 
up to it? Hey, he is a guy from Newark, 
New Jersey. What do you want to do 
here? 

Well, this guy from Newark, New Jer-
sey, who was the subject of a lot of 
wholly unjustified innuendo, took that 
job and did it as well as anybody could 
and did it, as the gentleman from New 
York, the previous speaker, pointed 
out, superbly, gave America a lesson in 
how not to pre-judge people, gave 
America a lesson in judging people by 
who they are. 

Peter also, of course, in addition to 
that, was a dedicated believer in deal-
ing with the racism that has sadly been 
the history of this country and in doing 
with whatever we could do legally to 
diminish it.

b 2130 

He was a great believer in civil lib-
erties. I will tell my colleagues, in 1981 
when I got here and I was originally 
going to go on the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services, as it was 

then called, because I wanted to deal 
with housing, Speaker O’Neill said to 
me, listen, would you go on the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary as an addi-
tional committee because Peter Rodino 
has a tough job. He is dealing with a 
lot of efforts to undermine the Con-
stitution. There are a lot of proposals 
now to undo decisions of the U.S. Su-
preme Court protecting civil liberties. 

I remember at the time saying to the 
Speaker’s emissary, well, you know, I 
do not know if I want to do that. Those 
are a lot of tough issues. There are a 
lot of groups that will be very angry. 
The answer was, oh, of course, but they 
do not like you anyway, so you have 
nothing to lose. I went on that com-
mittee, along with a lot of others, in-
cluding Pat Schroeder and Chuck 
Schumer, in a tough time under his 
leadership. I take pride in having been 
a defender of the constitutional prin-
ciple and having been a defender of the 
rights of minorities and of free speech 
and other things that were under at-
tack. 

So I am very, very grateful to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE) for giving us this opportunity 
and this chance to honor this man. The 
thing I think best sums it up is he was 
a man who understood democracy, in-
tellectually and instinctively; and no 
one I have served with in 25 years was 
better at making democracy work for 
the people of this country. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. At 
this time I yield to another person who 
had the privilege to serve with Con-
gressman Rodino on the Committee on 
the Judiciary, an outstanding attor-
ney, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. BERMAN). 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE) for taking out this Special 
Order for those of us who wanted to, 
but because of the craziness of our own 
lives, could not attend the funeral; and 
this is the chance to testify for the 
record of my own affection and love for 
our former chairman who so many of 
my colleagues have already spoken of. 

I do not want to dwell on Peter Ro-
dino’s incredible role as chairman of 
the Committee on the Judiciary during 
the impeachment of Richard Nixon. His 
modesty, his humility, combined with 
his wisdom and his strength are known 
to anyone who is alive and aware at 
that particular time. 

I want to speak just a moment about 
the way he treated a new member of 
the Committee on the Judiciary. When 
I came to Congress with my colleague, 
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAP-
TUR), in 1982, I was assigned to that 
Committee on the Judiciary; and I 
want to speak of Peter Rodino as men-
tor and as an example. 

In our first term in Congress, my pas-
sion at that particular point was about 
the State of farm workers in this coun-
try. It had been for a long time and, to 
a great extent, still is. At that time, a 
major overhaul of our immigration 
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laws known as, in that first Congress, 
the 98th, the Simpson-Mazzoli Law, 
was coming through our committee. 
There was a great deal of controversy, 
and a particularly contentious part of 
that bill that bothered me tremen-
dously was the fact that it resurrected 
the Bracero program, a massive exploi-
tation of U.S. farm workers, displace-
ment of unprotected guest workers at 
the time who would come in, much like 
a program that had been discontinued 
a number of years before. 

When the bill came to the floor, this, 
what we referred to as a bracero pro-
gram, passed as an amendment, and 
the bill went to conference committee. 
I was a freshman Member of the House, 
a member of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary; but because of my concern 
about the way farm workers were 
treated, Peter Rodino ensured that 
Speaker O’Neill put me on the con-
ference committee of that legislation, 
just for that issue, just for the issue of 
farm workers and the guest workers 
program to make my fight against that 
legislative amendment. 

Two years later, when the chairman 
himself took over the legislation, it 
had died in the conference committee, 
and I was not unhappy about that. It 
was clear that the bill was moving, it 
had momentum, it did some controver-
sial things, but it also did some impor-
tant things; and it was on its way to 
passage. But Peter Rodino held up that 
bill for at least 7 months against the 
pressures of the Reagan administra-
tion, against the pressures of the Sen-
ators who had already dealt with the 
legislation, against constant pressures 
from both the Republicans and from 
the House leadership to get the bill 
moving. 

He held it up until a few of us, Leon 
Panetta, Chuck Schumer, and I had ne-
gotiated an alternative program to the 
Bracero program, an adjustment pro-
gram for farm workers which both pro-
tected U.S. workers, protected immi-
grant farm workers, and gave them a 
chance to come out of the shadows and 
into the mainstream of American soci-
ety. 

Withstanding that pressure, because 
of an issue he cared about, was so em-
blematic of the kind of role that Chair-
man Rodino played in all kinds of 
areas, in all kinds of legislation that 
came before the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. He was, for a mild-mannered 
and soft-spoken person, he was a very, 
very strong person; and he could with-
stand the pressures that come to that 
Committee on the Judiciary as well as 
anyone I have ever met. 

I had a chance to, one of those rare 
chances you get, people pass away and 
you wish you had spoken to them and 
talked to them; I had a chance to talk 
to him just after he came back from 
the hospital and probably less than a 
month or 6 weeks before he passed 
away, and a chance to tell him what he 
meant to me and what he had meant to 
so many people around the country 
whose work he had benefited; and his 

record and his performance, his stature 
will always be remembered by me; but 
I think by millions of Americans as 
well. 

So to his wonderful family I offer my 
condolences, as have my colleagues; 
and they should know how well he 
served his country from the soldier to 
his post-retirement teaching, and, of 
course, during his many years in the 
Congress. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAP-
TUR) who served with Congressman Ro-
dino, and let me thank the gentleman 
from California for his kind words. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Newark, 
New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE), for allowing 
me to speak this evening, yielding me 
time, and to thank my colleagues from 
New Jersey. I am respectful of the hour 
and will be brief. 

Let me say it is a great privilege this 
evening to rise to pay tribute to a leg-
end, and a great honor to help to give 
word to the celebration of the life of 
Congressman Peter Rodino, a man 
whose commitment to the law, as oth-
ers have said, is legendary, to civil 
rights, and to his deep-seated belief in 
the worthiness of every human life. He 
remains a living testament as we speak 
this evening. 

Many here in Washington, certainly 
the members of the Committee on the 
Judiciary and others, remember Peter 
Rodino as a gifted and effective law-
maker, an honorable, wise, and good 
man. Surely others have talked about 
his role on the Committee on the Judi-
ciary during the impeachment pro-
ceedings when he approached that with 
utter fairness, resolve, and determina-
tion that upheld our Constitution and 
gave tribute to the American people 
that he was sent here to represent. 

But Peter Rodino was also a veteran 
of World War II and a member of Amer-
ica’s Greatest Generation. He lived by 
the advice given to him by his father, 
Pellegrino Rodino, grateful for the help 
he received as a struggling immigrant, 
as all children of immigrants who serve 
in this Congress bring the special gifts 
of life that he bore as a Member. It 
made him strong. It gave him deep un-
derstanding. It equipped him, even 
probably more than his legal edu-
cation, for the role that he assumed as 
chairman of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

Congressman Rodino’s father told his 
young son to always look out for those 
around him who were less fortunate; 
and throughout his 40 years in Con-
gress, Peter Rodino did exactly that. 
He was a founding member of the 
Italian-American Congressional Dele-
gation, and as the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. RANGEL) stated, people of 
ethnic heritage often face discrimina-
tion, and that was surely part of his lot 
in life. But he, along with many good 
friends, including Monsignor Gino 
Baroni, helped to found the National 
Italian-American Foundation in 1975, a 
prominent group of leaders from both 

the public and private sectors who 
formed the organization in hopes of 
bringing public attention to the spe-
cific Italian-American issues in the Na-
tion’s capital here and to provide an 
umbrella group for the Nation’s signifi-
cant Italian-American population, who 
wanted to share that immigrant expe-
rience and their struggle to be accepted 
as full Americans. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) for creating 
this time for us this evening to pay 
tribute to Congressman Rodino. He was 
a member of the National Italian-
American Foundation Board of Direc-
tors from 1975 to 1988, was active in 
their events, and rightfully honored by 
them in 1988 with a Special Achieve-
ment Award in government. This tal-
ented man of humble origins upheld 
our Constitution during his tenure 
with honor, with kindness, and a sharp 
eye to the law. He was a man, as I re-
call him, with no pomp, but a lot of 
grace as he handled great cir-
cumstance. 

Tonight, I wish to offer, on behalf of 
the people of Ohio, to his wife, Joy, to 
their family, deepest sympathy and 
deepest gratitude for allowing this tow-
ering figure to give us a legacy for the 
Nation that lives. 

I thank the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. PAYNE) and thank him so very 
much for the opportunity to appear 
and for the courtesy of my colleagues 
from the committee and from the State 
of New Jersey for allowing me to speak 
this evening.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, today the House 
is honoring the life of one of it most distin-
guished Members, former Representative 
Peter Rodino of New Jersey. Congressman 
Rodino died on May 7, 2005, and is survived 
by his wife Joy Rodino, two children, three 
granddaughters and two great-grand-
daughters. 

By the time I entered Congress in 1977, 
Peter Rodino was a national figure, a house-
hold name and someone to whom I looked for 
guidance as a young Member. He had been 
one of the main sponsors and a driving force 
behind Civil Rights legislation in the 1950s 
and 60s. He was Chairman of the House Judi-
ciary Committee during the impeachment pro-
ceedings of President Richard Nixon. And he 
participated in the Iran-Contra hearings during 
the 1980s. 

But his friends and colleagues remember 
more than the fact that he was involved in 
many of the most important matters that faced 
the United States in the second half of the 
20th Century. 

Born in 1909, he was a member of the 
Greatest Generation—serving in the Army in 
North Africa and Italy during World War II. In 
war, he received the Bronze Star and was one 
of the first enlisted men to receive a battlefield 
commission as an officer. Prior to his service 
in World War II, Mr. Rodino received his bach-
elor’s degree from the University of Newark 
and graduated in 1937 from what became 
Rutgers Law School. 

Following his 40 years of distinguished serv-
ice in the House, Mr. Rodino taught at Seton 
Hall University School of Law. And it was his 
friends and colleagues at Seton Hall who so 
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aptly eulogized him at his funeral. As Paula 
Franzese, a law professor there put it: ‘‘None 
of us will ever forget Peter Rodino because of 
the way he made us feel. He made us be-
lieve.’’ 

So today the House remembers Congress-
man Peter Rodino, a lover of the Constitution 
and the law, who meant so much to this body 
and the Nation, particularly at a time of great 
turmoil. 

Those of us who knew him lost a great 
friend, New Jersey lost a favorite son and the 
Nation lost a tremendous but humble states-
man. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor the extraordinary life and service to our 
country of former Congressman Peter Rodino, 
one of the nation’s finest public servants. I am 
honored to have served with such a remark-
able American, and am humbled to have 
called him my colleague and friend. 

From the streets of his beloved Newark, to 
North Africa and Italy during World War II, to 
our Nation’s capital, Peter Rodino spent his 
life selflessly striving to help, protect, and 
serve others, all the while doing so with the ut-
most dignity and humility. 

During his twenty terms in the House of 
Representatives from 1949 to 1989, Peter Ro-
dino championed his convictions on civil rights 
and equal opportunity, no matter what the 
cost, and was a key sponsor of the landmark 
Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

Mr. Speaker, it was his tenure as Chairman 
of the House Judiciary Committee presiding 
over the Watergate Impeachment hearings 
that thrust Peter Rodino into the limelight. Dur-
ing this contentious time in which political ten-
sions ran high, his restraint and sensibility 
quelled unchecked passions on both sides as 
he served as model of decorum for all. His 
profound words on the subject, uttered in 
1974, still ring true today, and contain the type 
of foresight that only true leaders posses: 
‘‘Whatever the result, whatever we learn or 
conclude, let us now proceed with such care 
and decency and thoroughness and honor that 
the vast majority of American people, and their 
children after them, will say: That was the right 
course. There was no other way.’’ 

One of my fondest memories of Peter, Mr. 
Speaker, was the evening my wife Annette 
and I spent with him at one of the annual 
Gymnasium Dinners during the time that he 
was still serving as a Member of Congress. It 
was an evening that we will never forget as he 
reminisced about his extraordinary political ca-
reer and his personal recollections of Water-
gate. 

Mr. Speaker, as public servants let us al-
ways remember his words as the highest ex-
ample of leadership and integrity.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, this Nation 
and the great State of New Jersey has lost 
one of its foremost public servants. Congress-
man Peter Rodino was a man who truly hon-
ored the law, and when the country called on 
him in time of crisis, Mr. Rodino rose to great-
ness. I will always remember Peter Rodino for 
faithfully honoring the values that brought him 
to prominence in our Nation’s history: honesty, 
humility, patience, and service. 

Peter Rodino represented the district of New 
Jersey in which he lived his whole life. Born in 
Newark, he worked his way through law 
school and enlisted in the U.S. Army in 1941. 
He was awarded the Bronze Star for valor 
during World War II. He continued to serve his 

country in the House, elected to the 81st Con-
gress in 1949. He served for 40 years, retiring 
in 1989, and turning his seat over to my 
friend, the Honorable DONALD PAYNE. 

Most of us will remember Peter Rodino for 
his superb leadership of the House Judiciary 
Committee during the Nixon Impeachment 
Hearings. His patient and deliberative style 
gave the proceedings real credibility, and 
helped to hold the country together at a time 
of great upheaval. His reverence to the Con-
stitution ensured that the painful and difficult 
hearings proceeded as our forefathers had en-
visioned. Peter Rodino was called upon by his 
country in time of crisis, and he rose to the 
challenge. 

Peter Rodino will be sorely missed. In an 
age of bitter partisanship, Mr. Rodino was a 
calming voice. He guided the country through 
one of its darkest periods in recent history, 
and did so with grace and humility. Mr. Ro-
dino’s legacy of service to his country and his 
fellow man will surely be remembered for 
years to come. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor to pay tribute to former judiciary chair-
man Peter Rodino, he was a champion of civil 
rights and a beacon of justice during his 40 
year tenure in Congress and his 16 years as 
a Seton Hall Professor of Law. 

Mr. Rodino was most famous for his han-
dling of the Watergate crisis. All sides—includ-
ing Democrats, Republicans, and even the na-
tional press—hailed Rodino for the fair and 
just hand he used to guide the impeachment 
hearings. During this period of crisis, his cour-
age and wisdom provided the foundation of 
strong leadership that gave Members the con-
fidence to do what was right, even if it meant 
crossing party lines. The issue became one of 
preserving the sanctity of the system, rather 
than preserving the reputation of an individual. 
Throughout the process, Rodino’s commitment 
to the system never wavered. 

The son of Italian immigrants, Peter Rodino 
came of age in Newark, New Jersey. After 
leaving high school, Congressman Rodino en-
dured 10 years of menial jobs while studying 
late into the night for a law degree at New Jer-
sey Law School. In 1938 his patience and 
dedication was rewarded when he joined a 
local law firm. He put his newly found career 
on hiatus when he chose to defend his Nation 
against injustice in World War II. Mr. Rodino’s 
strong character and determination earned 
him not only a Bronze star, but also a Knight 
of Order of Crown from Italy—a token of na-
tional gratitude for a soldier’s accomplish-
ments. Upon return he decided to run for Con-
gress. Although his first attempt failed, his per-
severance and strong work ethic served him 
well, and he was elected to Congress in 1948. 

A strong advocate of racial equality, he was 
a driving force behind the Civil Rights Act of 
1964 and the Voting Rights Act of 1965. An-
other accomplishment in the long list of Mr. 
Rodino’s notable achievements was spon-
soring the bill that made Columbus Day a na-
tional holiday to commemorate the contribution 
of Italian Americans in the founding of our 
great Nation. Mr. Rodino also contributed to 
the legislation that made Martin Luther King’s 
birthday a national holiday. 

Though Mr. Rodino will be remembered for 
so much more than the Watergate crisis, it 
was undoubtedly his greatest moment. Rodino 
allowed a moderate central group of both 
Democrats and Republicans to develop the 

case for impeachment, preventing it from turn-
ing it into any type of political ploy. Just last 
year, Mr. Rodino gave an interview stating that 
there are lessons to be learned from Water-
gate, namely the extent of Government cor-
ruption. Mr. Rodino understood that it was the 
duty of Congress to rein in any administration 
or individual that was not adhering to the prin-
ciples of justice. 

It is with great respect and admiration that 
I offer my condolences to Mr. Rodino’s wife, 
Joy, and their family. Mr. Rodino is survived 
by two children, Margaret Stanziale and Peter 
W. Rodino III, three grandchildren, Carla 
Prunty, Maria Stanziale and Talia Rodino, and 
twin great-grandchildren, Annabel and Char-
lotte Prunty. When asked about her husband, 
Joy says, ‘‘He was so ahead of his time. He 
lived civil rights. He lived equality. In his life, 
he didn’t see color, he didn’t see sex. He just 
went for the equality of the person.’’ Former 
Representative Rodino was a man that I was 
proud to have worked with and honored to call 
friend. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that you and my col-
leagues to join me in honoring the late Peter 
Rodino. He was a pioneer for justice in our 
country and he will be greatly missed by all 
who knew him.

f 

CONTINUING THE TRIBUTE TO 
PETER RODINO 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MARCHANT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 2005, the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
colleague, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PAYNE), for making the ar-
rangements for this evening and for ev-
eryone who has joined in this testi-
monial to the work of Peter Rodino. 

I yield to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. ROTHMAN), who has served 
on the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. ROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New Jersey for 
yielding to me. I want to first thank 
my colleague, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PAYNE), for leading this 
wonderful effort that serves a lot of dif-
ferent purposes, not just to acknowl-
edge the life and works of Peter Rodino 
but, as I will mention in a few mo-
ments, really sets an example, shows 
Peter Rodino as an example of the kind 
of heroic action that any human being 
is capable of but, in particular, any 
new American is capable of, or any 
American from humble circumstances. 

After all, Peter Rodino was the child 
of immigrants, living and growing up 
in poverty in New Jersey and, as was 
said before, his ascension to chairman 
of the Committee on the Judiciary was 
not something that people might have 
guessed would happen when he was 
born in Newark. 

But what did he do with that historic 
opportunity and what came forth? 
What came forth from Peter Rodino 
was a gentleness, but firmness, scholar-
ship, great intelligence; I believe, hav-
ing grown up around many Italian-
Americans in my life, a reflection of 
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the Italian-American culture and herit-
age for honoring one another, respect-
ing one another, living by a code of 
fairness and decency, and that is the 
way he approached the great task that 
was set before him; whether or not this 
sitting President of the United States 
was going to be impeached, with a 
Committee on the Judiciary equally di-
vided, with a country uncertain as to 
what the consequences would be if the 
President was impeached. 

Yet, because of his extraordinary 
ability, his extraordinary dignity and 
fairness, and capacity to bring people 
together and to touch people, he 
achieved consensus.

b 2145 

It was a unanimous decision ulti-
mately to impeach Nixon. I had the 
unique opportunity, well, when I first 
saw him was on television when I was 
in college, and I watched the Watergate 
hearings, the impeachment hearings. 
And I was so incredibly proud to be an 
American, to see how this gentleman, a 
true gentleman was going to lead this 
committee step by step in the most fair 
and judicious process to find the truth. 
And that is what they did. And that is 
what he did. 

Who would have thought that several 
decades later, the grandson of immi-
grants would make it to Congress, and 
find myself on the House Judiciary 
Committee faced with a sitting presi-
dent being brought up on charges that 
would have called for his impairment 
and removal? 

But, that is what happened in the ef-
fort to remove President Clinton from 
office. I called Congressman Rodino, 
asked if I could speak with him. He was 
incredibly gracious, as you might 
imagine. And he said, ‘‘Sure, come on 
over to my office.’’ He had an office in 
the law school in Newark. 

And he showed me some of his memo-
rabilia and we went over some of the 
allegations. And we were in some 
agreement about what the Constitu-
tion meant when it said that the only 
elected official elected by the people of 
the United States, all of the people, the 
President, could only be removed by an 
act of treason, bribery, or a high crime 
or misdemeanor. 

And when we weighed the allegations 
against President Clinton, we kept in 
mind all that we thought those words 
meant when they were written by the 
founders of our country and the draft-
ers of our Constitution. But in the end 
he said, STEVE, be fair, keep an open 
mind, and do what you believe is right. 
And I did. 

And it was a once in a lifetime expe-
rience to have been in his company, be-
cause as I mentioned earlier, he was 
one of those people, you know, they 
say one person can change the world, 
one person can make a difference in 
the world. He really was that kind of a 
person. True of humble origins, but 
with a dignity and intelligence and a 
wisdom and a courtesy and kindness 
that had him rise above even in the dif-

ficult circumstances to lead his col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to do 
what was right. 

And I think it is an example for ev-
eryone in America, whether your fam-
ily has been here for a long time or 
your family just got here, that there is 
a place for everyone in America. And 
there may come a time when you will 
be called upon, maybe not in the im-
peachment hearings, but in your own 
home, in your own neighborhood, in 
your own town, in the States in this 
country to be ready to lead the way 
Peter Rodino led, with courage and 
with wisdom, and that you too can 
make the world better as one human 
being like Peter Rodino. 

I want to extend my deepest sym-
pathies and condolences to Chairman 
Rodino’s wife, Joy, and his children 
and grandchildren, his legacy will live 
on. His example will live on. And I be-
lieve, thanks to the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Congressman PAYNE) and 
the others who have spoken, and I hope 
that his example will inspire every 
American to rise to the highest levels 
of their own ethics and integrity, even 
when faced with partisan issues of the 
most challenging sort, just like Peter 
Rodino. 

Mr. HOLT. I thank the gentleman for 
those good words. Peter Rodino offered 
many of us kindness and generous, wise 
counsel, and that is why we are here 
tonight, not just celebrating one aspect 
of his career, but the totality of this 
career of this great public servant. 

And I would now like to recognize my 
colleague from New Jersey (Mr. 
PASCRELL).

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for bringing us 
together tonight. This is a deed worth 
repeating. And we honor a man who 
honored everyone regardless of what 
they looked like, how they cooked 
their food, or what ethnicity, what re-
ligion they professed. He could be con-
sidered a rare person, but, a person for 
our time, a person who we can look to 
throughout this great institution be-
cause he believed in this institution, 
Peter Rodino. 

So to his wife, Joy, to all America, in 
this time of reality TV, it is time for 
us to deal with reality. Peter Rodino 
understood that we are all born equal. 
And that governments exist to protect 
and defend that equality. Governments 
do not give us our rights, governments 
do not give us our freedoms. They basi-
cally guarantee those rights and those 
freedoms. If we understand that, Alex-
ander Hamilton said, we will under-
stand the very basis of this great, great 
Nation. 

William Livingston, David Brearly, 
William Paterson, and Jonathan Day-
ton were the ratifiers of the Constitu-
tion from the State of New Jersey in 
1787, September 17. They were the 
original ratifiers from the State of New 
Jersey of the Constitution. I would add 
to that list, and there are many people 
we would probably add to the list down 
through the years of those who ratified 

and reratified the greatest document 
that the world has ever known with re-
gard to governments. 

So in many ways, Peter Rodino was a 
ratifier of the Constitution. I come 
here tonight not to speak of impeach-
ments, Peter Rodino was more than a 
figure in a snapshot of history during a 
period of time when we impeached the 
President. No, he was bigger than that 
before he was on the Judiciary Com-
mittee, and before those articles of 
impeachmnet were examined. He be-
lieved in the equality of everybody in 
this House. He respected people for who 
they were, their character, as Martin 
Luther King said, their character, we 
are already joined together by the 
character in each individual. 

This common ground, we feel and we 
sense with each other. And when I hear 
what goes on on the floor of this House 
since I have been here, January of 1997, 
I said God, do we need a Peter Rodino. 
Do we need somebody from Newark, 
New Jersey or Patterson, New Jersey, 
or Los Angeles, California? Do we need 
someone to bring sensibility, to bring 
us together even when we disagree. 

The integrity of this institution was 
a goal while he served in this House. 
Congressman Rodino was the son of an 
Italian immigrant, and I often remem-
ber the words of the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. LEWIS), our good friend 
telling us when, as he grew up in Ala-
bama, and he fed the chickens, he re-
membered when he was 3 and 4 years 
old feeding the chickens, if someone 
were to stop him at that moment and 
say some day you will be in the United 
States Congress, he would have turned 
and said, you are crazy, or when he was 
beaten on the bridge, if we froze it in 
time, do you know some day you are 
going to be the Congressman from the 
State of Georgia, he would have 
thought he was crazy. 

This is the reality of America. And 
Peter Rodino is a reflection of that and 
all of us should remember not that we 
say words tonight to soothe the hearts 
of those who knew him closest, but 
that we remember that in this House, 
this House that can become so cantan-
kerous, this House that can become so 
treacherous, that we remember a per-
son who rose above it all, who was a 
guidepost, who was a beacon, a light-
house for finite men and women. 

He was a beacon. He never questioned 
anyone’s patriotism. He was not a man 
who while religious, was religiously 
self righteous. He never played ethnic 
politics on this floor or any floor. His 
voice is needed now more than ever. 
Many have gone back to what he wrote 
and what he said. Many go back to his 
words, which are so soothing, sweet 
words of charity from a person of im-
migrants who came to the floor of this 
House. 

So beyond any NAIF, beyond the 
Italian American Members in the Con-
gress of the United States, he is a man 
who we should continue to honor, not 
by speaking his words or his name nec-
essarily, by reflecting his character 
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and upholding the integrity of this in-
stitution. 

He believed in the common man, and 
he believed in the integrity of each per-
son. And he believed in parity. He be-
lieved in the person who was down-
trodden. He provides a message for our 
own party. He does, Mr. Speaker. He 
should be a model for own own party. 
We should be here to do the work of the 
downtrodden, of the least of these, of 
the voices. Then, then the meaning of 
Peter Rodino will be known through-
out the United States of America. 

What a hero. Joy, we join you in say-
ing farewell, farewell to our station 
master, to our leader, God bless you all 
for coming here tonight. 

Mr. HOLT. I thank the gentleman for 
putting in context much of Peter Ro-
dino’s life and interpreting the message 
for us even today. 

You know, I am told that Chairman 
Rodino prayed that the Judiciary Com-
mittee could exhonorate Nixon, but he 
discovered that the evidence allowed 
nothing other than the articles of im-
peachment.

b 2200 
He was not vindictive. He was duti-

ful. And it was important that he did 
not go into this with a blood thirst, but 
with actually a deep love for the coun-
try. 

I now would like to recognize another 
of my colleagues from New Jersey, 
from a neighboring district, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PALLONE). 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. I also thank the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) 
for allowing us all to be here tonight to 
share some thoughts about Congress-
man Peter Rodino. 

I listened to all the debate and all 
the comments by my colleagues to-
night, and basically everyone I think 
did a very good job in explaining the 
significance of Peter Rodino’s life. And 
as I sat here, though, and I was going 
through some of the obituaries and 
comments that were made after Con-
gressman Rodino died, I saw a section 
of one article that was in the Bergen 
Record which kind of summed up the 
way I feel about Peter Rodino. And I 
just wanted to, if I could read, a couple 
of paragraphs from this article in the 
Bergen Record on May 17 of this year 
and then maybe comment a little more 
on it. It was written by Mike Kelly. 

It starts out by saying: ‘‘It was per-
sonal with Peter Rodino. Yes, he was a 
Congressman for 40 years. Yes, he shep-
herded all the major civil rights bills 
through Congress in the 1960s. Yes, he 
was responsible for the ‘under God’ line 
in the Pledge of Allegiance and cham-
pioning Columbus Day as a national 
holiday. And, yes, he brought a grand-
father steady calm to the Watergate 
crisis 31 years ago when he headed the 
House Judiciary Committee that 
brought Articles of Impeachment 
against President Richard Nixon. 

‘‘But there was more. Or as Paula 
Franzese, the Seton Hall law professor 

who eulogized him, put it: ‘None of us 
will ever forget Peter Rodino because 
of the way he made us feel. He made us 
believe.’’ ’ 

And I just wanted to comment a lit-
tle bit about that personal aspect of 
Peter Rodino and what it meant to me. 
Because I think many of us have, of 
course, talked about all of the great 
things he accomplished, and they were 
great; but I really remembered him as 
someone who cared, someone with a 
heart, someone who was willing to 
reach out to, in my case back in 1988, 
someone who was running for Congress 
and running for office as a Congress-
man for the first time. 

The gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE) knows that the two of us ran in 
1988 at the same time, and we both 
came to Congress at the same time as 
freshmen, and I knew Congressman Ro-
dino because he was just leaving then. 
It was his last year in Congress, and it 
was about to be our first year after he 
left. 

I remember, I guess it was about 6 
months or so before the election, I, of 
course, had known about Peter Rodino 
and watched the impeachment trials at 
the time. But it was suggested by some 
of the Italian-Americans who were 
friends of mine, who lived in the Long 
Branch area where I grew up but who 
had previously lived in Newark or in 
the north ward or in various parts of 
Essex County, that I give Congressman 
Rodino a call because he could give me 
some advice about running for election. 

I know that Peter Rodino used to 
spend his summers down in Long 
Branch. I think he actually lived in 
West Long Branch, if I am not mis-
taken. I used to see him from time to 
time up at the shore at various res-
taurants or different places around. So 
I called him up and said, Congressman, 
I would like to run for Congress and it 
was a contested race. I was running in 
a district that leaned Republican at 
the time, and a lot of people thought I 
was not going to win. And he gave me 
advice that first day, made me feel 
that it was possible to win, gave me 
ideas about who to call to help me out 
for advice, for fund-raising, to organize 
leading up to election day. 

And for the next 6 months leading up 
to the campaign which I, of course, 
won, he was constantly available. He 
would call me up from time to time 
and say, well, I understand this is hap-
pening and I can give you some advice 
about what to do. And then within a 
couple of days after I won, he called me 
and congratulated me. And I had the 
chance to come down, the gentleman 
knows, because I was actually elected 
in a special election so I actually had a 
chance to come down and be a Con-
gressman the next day after I was 
elected. And I saw Congressman Rodino 
and even in those couple months or so 
before I was finally sworn in in Janu-
ary when I served a special term, he 
was constantly giving me advice about 
how to set up the office, how to go 
about hiring people, all these little 
things. 

I mention that because when I read 
the Bergen Record today and it said it 
was personal with Peter Rodino, that 
was a side of him that I think was so 
important, how he was willing to help 
people. He helped his constituents. He 
helped a freshman Congressman. He 
helped someone like me who was trying 
to run. 

Whenever you talked to his constitu-
ents or people who knew Peter Rodino, 
that is what they would always say. 
They would always say you could call 
him up, he would be there for you, you 
could ask for his advice, you could ask 
him to do a favor, and he would always 
be there. I just admired him so much 
for that because although we all think 
of ourselves as doing constituent serv-
ice and helping people and that is why 
we come down here, here was this very 
powerful chairman of the committee 
who had served in Congress for 40 
years, who had been exalted, if you 
will, because of so many of his activi-
ties; and yet he was willing to spend 
the time with me. 

I cannot yield back without saying 
another thing. I know that he was a 
person who cared about everyone re-
gardless of what their racial or ethnic 
background was. But I have to say that 
Italian-Americans in New Jersey were 
very proud of Peter Rodino. He was al-
ways involved with all the Italian orga-
nizations. And I guess it sort of went 
back to what some of my colleagues 
said before which is that as Italian-
Americans growing up, people would 
make bad associations and think that 
if you are an Italian-American you 
must be involved in something shady 
or something of that nature. And be-
cause Peter Rodino was such an honest 
person and was such a clean person and 
was so above corruption, Italian-Amer-
icans really admired him even more so 
because he stood really for what was 
best as Italian-Americans, family, 
service to the community, and really 
looking to always look out for the lit-
tle guy. That was his M.O. 

So I am very proud to be here to-
night. I think that my colleagues real-
ly summed up in many ways what his 
life was about and why he was impor-
tant to all of us on a personal level as 
well as a national icon. 

Mr. HOLT. I thank the gentleman for 
those fine comments. There are some 
words running through the discussion 
tonight that we hear over and over 
again: fairness, dignity, patience, cau-
tion, incorruptibility, judiciousness, 
courtesy, strength, a sense of duty. 
Those are some of the words that I 
think can describe Peter Rodino who 
gave so much to this country over the 
years and from whom we can draw so 
much even today. 

Now I would like to recognize the 
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) for 
helping to continue this tribute, and I 
thank my colleague and friend, the 
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gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE), for convening us at the very 
beginning.

I rise tonight as an admirer, someone 
who watched from afar as a law stu-
dent and did not for a moment think 
that ultimately I would wind up as a 
Member of the United States Congress 
and then to serve on the Committee on 
the Judiciary where Peter Rodino gave 
his all and gave his service. So my 
words are to come and express my ad-
miration, to thank him for his life and 
his works. 

For those of you who were in Con-
gress, many of whom we have heard 
from today, the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. RANGEL) and the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) and the 
gentleman from California (Mr. BER-
MAN), that world was a separate world 
from those of us who looked from afar 
at this thing called impeachment. We 
understood there was a democracy and 
a Constitution, but we did not under-
stand the intimate parts of what might 
happen through the process of an im-
peachment. But then this very calm 
and distinguished gentleman rose to 
the forefront of the national landscape 
as the media focused intensely on the 
hearing room. 

There sitting was Chairman Rodino, 
someone who had a balanced tempera-
ment and seemingly gave comfort not 
only to the Nation but to the world. As 
law students, we remained glued to the 
whole series of Watergate hearings, all 
the processes in the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

I happen to represent the 18th Con-
gressional District in Texas and all 
eyes were on a young woman by the 
name of Barbara Jordan. It seemed 
that the chairman and this young law-
yer from Texas, now a Member of Con-
gress, worked hand in glove together. 
Congresswoman Jordan would make 
mention, as I have heard the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL) 
say, that they were on the bottom tier, 
row. They were freshmen. They were 
the new members of the committee. 
But my understanding was that there 
was not one single member, Demo-
cratic or Republican, that the chair-
man did not make feel part of this very 
serious and grave process. 

We heard my good friend and col-
league, the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. HOLT), state that the chairman 
prayed that there might not be a con-
viction or that there would be a vindi-
cation of the President. That showed 
the temperament of this chairman. But 
he led the committee in that way by 
allowing dissent on both sides of the 
aisle, by allowing a full hearing, by 
making sure that all the witnesses 
were able to be heard extensively and 
over an extended period of time. 

And so although I know that there 
are many personal anecdotal stories 
that have been told tonight, I want the 
Rodino family to know that for this 
law student who looked in horror at 
this process, tried to make sense of 
this constitutional proceeding, con-

cerned about the survival of this Na-
tion, that there could not have been a 
better teacher, a better leader than 
Chairman Rodino who guided us 
through a real constitutional crisis. 

I think even then studying law it be-
came more real to me, and I admired 
both the law and the process and the 
Constitution more as I watched our 
government go through it and survive 
it and as I have watched in admiration 
the Honorable Barbara Jordan and so 
many others that worked so well by 
reaching out and working with the 
chairman in an orderly fashion. 

Who could have done it but this very 
well-tempered and kind gentleman 
from New Jersey, a man who started 
serving in 1949, at a time that America 
was heavily segregated, and he rose as 
an easterner to fight for the civil 
rights of all people as a strong advo-
cate for racial justice in America, a 
man of many talents, and a man who 
might have been considered ordinary 
coming from an immigrant’s back-
ground. But yet he rose for these ex-
traordinary times. A man ordinary, but 
becoming extraordinary in himself and 
leading his Nation in an extraordinary 
way. 

So I thank you for allowing me to 
share my admiration and appreciation 
for Peter Rodino and as well his fam-
ily, and to thank him for the kindness 
that he showed a young Congress-
woman from Texas, the honorable Bar-
bara Jordan, and the way he guided us 
through a constitutional crisis. I also 
thank him for his early commitment 
for racial justice, for his commitment 
to the 1965 Voter Rights Acts, the 1964 
Civil Rights Acts, leveled to the cre-
ation of southern districts, one of 
which was the 18th Congressional Dis-
trict in Texas. Many others sprung up 
across the South because of his willing-
ness and his passion to lead. 

Might I also thank him very much 
for his continuing abilities to teach. 
For although he could have left Con-
gress and done many other things, I 
know that the students whom he 
taught law to over the years are for-
ever grateful that they were able to 
have this giant amongst them. This 
giant, the calm and even-handed spirit 
was able to do so much. 

I also want to thank him and make 
note of the fact that as he stayed in 
Congress, he never wavered from being 
out front on immigration issues. It 
might have been very popular during 
those times, but he was a person who 
believed in reforming immigration and 
understanding its value to America and 
to Americans.

b 2215 
So I say to the family, thank you for 

allowing him to serve, thank you for 
allowing those of us who were just stu-
dents of the law to watch the law oper-
ate and practice. Might I just say that 
in his loss may we all commit our-
selves to guiding ourselves and doing 
the business of this House the way the 
chairman did it during the most trou-
bling times. 

Might I say to my Committee on the 
Judiciary colleagues chairman, rank-
ing members and all of us, could we do 
as well as this chairman of that com-
mittee during those very tumultuous 
times? 

To my friend that passed, as I call on 
my friend for his leadership, might you 
rest in peace and might your family 
know that you are a great patriot, a 
great American, and you have laid 
down a marker in the United States 
Congress that all of us can be grateful 
for and grateful to be able to imple-
ment and to follow. May God bless you 
as you rest in peace. May God bless 
America and your family.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to speak about 
former Chairman of the House Judiciary Com-
mittee Peter Rodino. As a body, we have 
gathered to commemorate his life and his 
works, but as an individual I personally appre-
ciate being able to share in the honor, be-
cause of his life and his works. Although 
Chairman Rodino is well known for his sem-
inal work in the Nixon impeachment, he was 
also a primary advocate for the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 and the Voting Rights Act (1965). 
Given his work in both racial equality in the 
United States, and the presidential impeach-
ment, it is clear to see that his heart was for-
ever committed to justice and truth. 

During the most difficult times of the Civil 
Rights movement he was one of the few lead-
ers able to stand up and fight for a better 
America—against a sea of bigotry and racial 
prejudices. As a Congressional leader willing 
to look past racial politics he was at the fore-
front of the struggle for civil rights. Wanting to 
fulfill this country’s standing as a democratic 
nation, he was also willing to bring to justice 
those leading our country. 

It is also important for me to mention that 
Chairman Rodino was a man of integrity and 
humility who served our nation with great dig-
nity and honor. By conducting the Watergate 
impeachment hearings with fairness, he en-
sured that the rule of law prevailed during one 
of the gravest Constitutional crises in our his-
tory. All Americans will be forever grateful for 
his courage and defense of the Constitution. 

In closing, while Chairman Rodino is most 
renowned for the service he rendered during 
the Watergate impeachment hearings, he also 
left a lasting imprint as a distinguished Chair-
man of the House Judiciary Committee and 
author of significant legislation, ranging from 
civil rights to immigration reform to protecting 
consumers. 

It gives me great pleasure to speak on the 
life of such a great leader.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentlewoman for her words from the 
perspective of the Committee on the 
Judiciary and joining us in paying trib-
ute to the Honorable Peter Rodino. 

Representative Rodino served the 
United States and the people of New 
Jersey faithfully, and that is a good 
word to use, for 40 years, and we mourn 
his loss and celebrate his contribu-
tions, and try to extract lessons for 
today for ourselves, for America, from 
his service. 

He was relatively unknown to the 
public outside of New Jersey before the 
Watergate hearings, which led to the 
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resignation of the President. His pro-
fessionalism and fairness and dedica-
tion to the rule of law characterized 
what he did, and he was able to dem-
onstrate throughout those hearings the 
characteristics that thrust him into 
the kind of prominence that he neither 
sought nor coveted. 

The genius of the American govern-
ment, as created by our founders over 
200 years ago, is that our government is 
self-correcting. It is a self-correcting 
system, and Peter Rodino, who carried 
a copy of the Constitution with him 
every day of his professional life, un-
derstood that. At a critical time, he 
helped that ingenious machine, that in-
genious mechanism work. It does not 
work by itself. It works if we make it 
work. It works if we believe it works. 

Peter Rodino served as the chair of 
the House Judiciary Committee during 
one of the most disappointing and po-
litically divisive times in our history. 
As we have heard tonight, he was 
tasked with the unenviable job of offi-
ciating the Nation’s second impeach-
ment hearings of a sitting U.S. Presi-
dent. It was not obvious that he would 
get that job. 

Most observers expected these poten-
tially vitriolic proceedings to be char-
acterized by partisanship and animos-
ity and grandstanding. Peter Rodino 
did none of that. He would have none of 
that. He brought an honest and 
workmanlike demeanor to this dif-
ficult job. As the son of a workman, 
maybe workmanlike is the right word 
here. 

Peter Rodino led a bipartisan group 
of lawmakers to approve three articles 
of impeachment in July of 1974, and the 
conduct of his Judiciary Committee 
really was a silver lining in a dark 
cloud. 

Tonight, we have heard words like 
‘‘unlikely’’ or ‘‘improbable’’ and ‘‘unex-
pected’’ hero. Well, maybe a better 
word is ‘‘untested’’ in the public forum, 
but we should not forget what sort of 
person this was. He had enlisted in the 
Army, served in north Africa and re-
ceived a rare battlefield promotion to 
captain. He was no slouch. Earning the 
Bronze Star, he came home and prac-
ticed law and then ran for Congress. 

It is important to understand that he 
did not just suddenly rise to the occa-
sion. He had studied and he had 
thought, but even he recognized that 
when he was given the gavel for the im-
peachment hearings, he was not yet 
ready. He said he had not even ques-
tioned a witness in direct examination 
in 30 years because he had been serving 
in the legislature, but typical of his 
workmanlike manner, he studied. He 
read this enormous Watergate record. 
It was already enormous by that time. 
Three times over he read the history of 
the impeachment and the trial of 
President Andrew Johnson. He studied 
the writings of the political philoso-
phers, all this in preparation for the 
impeachment hearings. In fact, he 
worked himself to exhaustion. 

He hired a staff of 105, including some 
bright young lawyers, and he began to 

steel himself so that when the pressure 
came to modify the hearings, to accel-
erate the pace, to show a little par-
tisanship, he never backed down. He 
knew where he was, and it is, I think 
rightly, what he will be remembered 
for best.

His political legacy extends far be-
yond that tumultuous time. He worked 
tirelessly and successfully to defeat ill-
advised constitutional amendments 
that would have criminalized abortions 
or disallowed organized school prayer 
or prohibited school integration 
through busing. He fought tirelessly 
for civil rights for all Americans. He 
was one of the main congressional 
sponsors of civil rights legislation and 
principal author of fair employment 
practices legislation. He was instru-
mental in extending the Voting Rights 
Act. The impact of this legislation that 
he participated in is enormous. 

We should not forget his representa-
tion, the representation he brought to 
the people of New Jersey’s 10th Dis-
trict. Despite evolving demographics 
and four decades of social change, it 
was a tough time in Newark. Peter Ro-
dino’s dedication to his constituents 
never faltered. It was not by accident 
that he was reelected through 40 years. 

Since his death, Peter Rodino has re-
ceived some of the attention he de-
serves. We are tonight remembering 
the way he guided Congress and the 
country through a tremendously dif-
ficult period in our political history. 

Even until recently, into his nineties, 
he remained active at Seton Hall, look-
ing after the interests of students and, 
yes, the citizens of New Jersey. We all 
frequently got phone calls from him 
suggesting this or that that would be 
beneficial to the people. 

Tonight especially I think serves as a 
reminder that our self-correcting sys-
tem of government works because 
Americans believe it does and because 
Americans rise to the occasion, each 
occasion. 

We may think that Peter Rodino 
lived in a different era and his life has 
little relevance, his service has little 
relevance for us today, but perhaps the 
lesson is that we, that all Americans, 
are called or will be called to do our 
civic duty. 

Peter Rodino prepared himself for 
that, accepted the duty unflinchingly, 
distinguished himself, distinguished 
this body, distinguished America 
through his service. It is right that we 
should recognize him tonight. 

To close, I would like to yield to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE), my colleague who put this to-
gether for this evening and to whom we 
also owe gratitude. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, let me 
thank the gentleman from New Jersey 
for leading the second hour for the Spe-
cial Order for Congressman Peter Ro-
dino. Congressman Rodino would have 
enjoyed talking to him. He was an in-
tellectual himself. He would have en-
couraged the gentleman to continue to 
push for science and technology and to 

try to improve our natural habitat and 
preserve it. So I thank the gentleman 
very much. 

Let me thank the speaker who has 
conducted this Special Order in such a 
dignified manner and the appreciation 
of us for having the second hour be-
cause it is very rare in this place that 
people stay to express themselves. 
Most Members are very busy, espe-
cially those in leadership, but to have 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
PELOSI), our minority leader, take time 
and express her appreciation for having 
served with Mr. Rodino; to see the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER), 
our minority whip, come and spend 
time; to hear the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS), the dean of 
the Congressional Black Caucus and 
actually second longest-serving Demo-
crat in the House, who so eloquently 
described those days on that com-
mittee; to hear the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. RANGEL), ranking mem-
ber for the Committee on Ways and 
Means; and the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. FRANK) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BERMAN) 
and on and on I think certainly says it 
all. 

Mr. Rodino was the right man at the 
right place at the right time. Let me, 
as we conclude, just say that he was 
just a gentle person, running up Aque-
duct Alley, living in the area near the 
old first ward. I lived several blocks 
away from that while he served in 
World War II, where I was a student at 
the school right near there, where he 
attended St. Lucy’s Church, with Fa-
ther Grenada or Monsignor Grenada, 
who is still there, and the McKinley 
School that he went to in elementary 
in World War I still looks the same. 
Nothing has been done to the school. I 
passed it recently. 

Barringer High School, the same high 
school I attended a few years after Con-
gressman Rodino did, then he moved up 
to 205 Grafton Avenue. It was an ad-
dress we all remember, because when I 
got old enough to carry petitions 
around, I remember that address being 
on the petitions so we knew where to 
turn them in. 

We knew Tony Serrantos who worked 
for him for decades. As a matter of 
fact, when I came and replaced Mr. Ro-
dino, I brought Mr. Serrantos into my 
office to run my office for the first 
term that I served in Congress. It was 
funny, because Mr. Serrantos kept Mr. 
Rodino’s picture up in his office, like 
he should have. It took him almost the 
end of the second year before he found 
a little place in the corner in the dark 
for a small picture of me. 

So there was really the great love for 
Mr. Rodino and Joe Benuchi, who be-
came the postmaster, and when Mr. 
Rodino was brought down with Colonel 
Kelly, who was then Democratic coun-
ty chairman, preceding Chairman Den-
nis Carey, these were days that the 
clubs on First Avenue, the Capa Soleus 
and other clubs, that were political 
clubs that Mr. Rodino felt as com-
fortable in those clubs, as he would in 
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the basement of a Baptist church 
where the NCAAP, Newark branch, 
would be meeting. 

So the Rodino auxiliary group, 
women who were at the funeral, who 
wanted the press to know that they 
were the Peter Rodino Ladies Auxil-
iary, they were so proud. They served 
him so long.

b 2230 

Mr. Speaker, as we conclude, it was 
really the right time. Elizabeth 
Holtzman was important because in 
the redistricting in 1972, she defeated 
Mannie Celler who was then chairman 
of the Committee on the Judiciary. She 
did not serve long in Congress. How-
ever, Mr. Rodino then took the chair-
manship of that committee and moved 
it through the impeachment pro-
ceedings. 

As it was said at the funeral that was 
attended by Monsignor Shering, presi-
dent of Seton Hall University, Mon-
signor Joseph Grenada, and the great 
eulogy that was given by Ms. Paula 
Franzese who talked from her heart, 
and the president, dean of the law 
school, Patrick Hobbs, all of us were 
there. Even our law professor Mr. 
McQuade, Acting Governor Richard 
Codey, Senator SARBANES and Eliza-
beth Holtzman all came out to show 
their respect. 

There was legislation like the Simp-
son-Rodino Act, which paved the way 
for immigrants to have a better future 
back in 1986, one of the last important 
pieces of legislation that Mr. Rodino 
passed. 

So as we conclude here, I mentioned 
the beautiful Cathedral of St. Lucy 
where the funeral was held, to all of us 
who remember the Congressman for so 
many years. He was proud of being a 
member of the Columbian Society. He 
was inducted into the Knights of 
Malta, and he wore on his lapel that 
symbol for decades. He was so proud of 
his heritage. 

Once again, let me say what an ex-
traordinary night it has been to have 
several hours expire even as I speak 
now. Let me once again thank all of 
the Members who participated. It is a 
great day for the Rodino family, but it 
is also a great day for America for us 
to remember one of the true heroes of 
this land, the late Congressman, Peter 
W. Rodino, Jr.

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Ms. HERSETH (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today and June 21 on ac-
count of business in the district. 

Ms. GRANGER (at the request of Mr. 
DELAY) for today on account of attend-
ing a funeral. 

Mr. SOUDER (at the request of Mr. 
DELAY) for today on account of attend-
ing a Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission meeting in St. Louis, Mis-
souri.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MENENDEZ) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. EMANUEL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. STRICKLAND, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. WATERS, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. BURTON of Indiana) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:) 

Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, June 
27. 

Mr. PEARCE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 

today and June 21, 22, 23, and 24.
f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 32 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, June 21, 2005, at 9 a.m., for morn-
ing hour debates.

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2423. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulations, Department of Edu-
cation, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — National Institute on Disability and 
Rehabilitation Research — Disability and 
Rehabilitation Research Projects and Cen-
ters Program — Rehabilitation Engineering 
Research Centers — received June 1, 2005, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce. 

2424. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulations, Department of Edu-
cation, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — National Institute on Disability and 
Rehabilitation Research (RIN: 1820-ZA36) re-
ceived June 1, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. 

2425. A letter from the Deputy Executive 
Director, Pension Benefit Guaranty Corpora-
tion, transmitting the Corporation’s final 
rule — Benefits Payable in Temrinated Sin-
gle-Employer Plans; Allocation of Assets in 
Single-Employer Plans; Interest Assump-
tions for Valuing and Paying Benefits — re-
ceived June 7, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. 

2426. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Alaksa Plaice in the Bering 
Sea and Aleutian Islands Management Area 
[Docket No. 041126332-5039-02; I.D. 050605D] re-
ceived June 6, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources. 

2427. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator, NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration, transmitting the Ad-
ministration’s final rule — Atlantic Highly 
Migratory Species; Atlantic Commercial 
Shark Management Measures [Docket No. 
0503003056-5108-02; I.D. 020205F] (RIN: 0648-
AT07) received June 7, 2005, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows:

Mr. LEWIS of California: Committee on 
Appropriations. H.R. 2985. A bill making ap-
propriations for the Legislative Branch for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2006, and 
for other purposes (Rept. 109–139). 

Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. GINGREY: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 330. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 
10) proposing an amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States authorizing the 
Congress to prohibit the physical desecration 
of the flag of the United States (Rept. 109–
140). 

Referred to the House Calendar. 
Mr. PUTNAM: Committee on Rules. House 

Resolution 331. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2475) to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 2006 for intel-
ligence and intelligence-related activities of 
the United States Government, the Commu-
nity Management Account, and the Central 
Intelligence Agency Retirement and Dis-
ability System, and for other purposes (Rept. 
109–141). 

Referred to the House Calendar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. ANDREWS: 
H.R. 2986. A bill to amend title 10, United 

States Code, to allow a participant in the 
military Survivor Benefit Plan who has des-
ignated an insurable interest beneficiary 
under that plan to designate a new bene-
ficiary upon the death of the previously des-
ignated beneficiary; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. ANDREWS: 
H.R. 2987. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow the deduction for 
State and local income and property taxes 
under the alternative minimum tax; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BILIRAKIS (for himself, Mr. 
BUYER, and Mr. EVERETT): 

H.R. 2988. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to conduct a demonstration 
project for the improvement of business 
practices of the Veterans Health Administra-
tion; to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. CAMP (for himself, Mr. TAN-
NER, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. FOLEY, 
Mr. CANTOR, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. 
HAYWORTH, Mr. WOLF, Mr. BURTON of 
Indiana, Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida, Mr. KUHL of New York, Mr. 
SANDERS, Mr. SKELTON, Mrs. KELLY, 
Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. ENGLISH of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, and 
Mr. RENZI): 

H.R. 2989. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase, extend, and 
make permanent the above-the-line deduc-
tion for certain expenses of elementary and 

VerDate jul 14 2003 23:58 Jun 21, 2005 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00077 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K20JN7.145 H20PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH4802 June 20, 2005
secondary school teachers; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FITZPATRICK of Pennsyl-
vania: 

H.R. 2990. A bill to improve ratings quality 
by fostering competition, transparency, and 
accountability in the credit rating agency 
industry; to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

By Mr. MCHENRY (for himself and Mr. 
BEAUPREZ): 

H.R. 2991. A bill to prohibit United States 
foreign assistance from being provided to 
any country that refuses to extradite to the 
United States individuals accused of killing 
law enforcement officers; to the Committee 
on International Relations. 

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mr. 
NADLER, and Ms. SCHWARTZ of Penn-
sylvania): 

H.R. 2992. A bill to provide for the contin-
ued operation of Amtrak, to establish a pro-
gram for support of certain rail infrastruc-
ture projects, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, and in addition to the Committee 
on Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. PORTER (for himself, Ms. 
BERKLEY, and Mr. GIBBONS): 

H.R. 2993. A bill to provide for the sale of 
excess wild free-roaming horses and burros; 
to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Michigan: 
H.R. 2994. A bill to make qualified tuition 

programs permanent and to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a deduc-
tion for amounts contributed to qualified 
tuition programs; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. UDALL of Colorado: 
H.R. 2995. A bill to establish the Weather 

Modification Operations and Research 
Board, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Science. 

By Ms. LEE: 
H.R. 3000. A bill to establish a United 

States Health Service to provide high qual-
ity comprehensive health care for all Ameri-
cans and to overcome the deficiencies in the 
present system of health care delivery; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
and in addition to the Committees on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, and Ways and 
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Michigan: 
H. Con. Res. 182. Concurrent resolution 

calling upon all United States citizens to 
support the efforts and activities of the Na-
tional SAFE KIDS Campaign to prevent un-
intentional childhood injuries; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Michigan: 
H. Con. Res. 183. Concurrent resolution 

supporting the goals and ideals of College 
Savings Month; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform. 

By Mr. PALLONE (for himself and Mr. 
SHAW): 

H. Res. 332. A resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of National Clean Beaches 
Week and recognizing the considerable value 
of American beaches and the need to keep 
them clean and safe for the public; to the 
Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. PAYNE (for himself, Mr. 
TANCREDO, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. WOLF, 
Mr. LANTOS, Mr. SMITH of New Jer-
sey, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. CONYERS, and 
Ms. LEE): 

H. Res. 333. A resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of a National Weekend of 

Prayer and Reflection for Darfur, Sudan; to 
the Committee on International Relations.

f

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, private 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. BRADY of Texas: 
H.R. 2996. A bill to provide for the liquida-

tion or reliquidation of certain drawback 
claims; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BRADY of Texas: 
H.R. 2997. A bill to provide for the liquida-

tion or reliquidation of certain drawback 
claims; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BRADY of Texas: 
H.R. 2998. A bill to provide for the liquida-

tion or reliquidation of certain drawback 
claims; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BRADY of Texas: 
H.R. 2999. A bill to provide for the liquida-

tion or reliquidation of certain drawback 
claims; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BRADY of Texas: 
H.R. 3001. A bill to provide for the liquida-

tion or reliquidation of certain drawback 
claims; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BRADY of Texas: 
H.R. 3002. A bill to provide for the liquida-

tion or reliquidation of certain drawback 
claims; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means.

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 65: Mr. FORTUÑO. 
H.R. 213: Mr. HOLT. 
H.R. 303: Mr. CALVERT, Mr. WELDON of Flor-

ida, Mr. FORBES, Mr. PICKERING, and Mr. 
LATHAM. 

H.R. 373: Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 500: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 501: Mr. MOORE of Kansas, and Mr. 

PORTER. 
H.R. 577: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. 
H.R. 586: Mr. LAHOOD. 
H.R. 602: Mr. RENZI and Mr. ETHERIDGE. 
H.R. 605: Mr. DUNCAN. 
H.R. 698: Mr. BRADY of Texas. 
H.R. 786: Mr. LATHAM. 
H.R. 793: Mr. PICKERING. 
H.R. 799: Mr. EVANS. 
H.R. 874: Mrs. CUBIN.
H.R. 896: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. 
H.R. 923: Mr. SHIMKUS. 
H.R. 995: Mr. REYES. 
H.R. 1002: Mr. CLEAVER. 
H.R. 1079: Mr. MCCAUL of Texas. 
H.R. 1155: Ms. DEGETTE. 
H.R. 1156: Mr. CONYERS and Mr. GENE 

GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 1177: Mr. MORAN of Kansas. 
H.R. 1239: Mr. PICKERING. 
H.R. 1282: Mr. MOORE of Kansas. 
H.R. 1338: Mr. REYES and Mr. LANGEVIN. 
H.R. 1355: Mr. HOLDEN. 
H.R. 1382: Mr. COOPER. 
H.R. 1402: Mr. ETHERIDGE and Mr. MENEN-

DEZ. 
H.R. 1494: Mr. DINGELL, Mr. GORDON, and 

Mr. MICHAUD. 
H.R. 1498: Ms. HART and Mr. FITZPATRICK of 

Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 1505: Mr. COSTELLO. 

H.R. 1507: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California 
and Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

H.R. 1526: Mr. HONDA. 
H.R. 1588: Mr. HIGGINS. 
H.R. 1630: Ms. BEAN, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. 

POMEROY, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. MCINTYRE, 
Mr. PALLONE, Mr. LYNCH, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. 
MILLER of North Carolina, Mr. GUTIERREZ, 
Mr. SCHWARZ of Michigan, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. KING of New 
York, Mr. MEEK of Florida, Mr. DAVIS of 
Florida, Mr. LARSEN of Washington, and Ms. 
LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of California. 

H.R. 1631: Mr. POMEROY, Mr. BROWN of 
Ohio, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. 
LYNCH, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. MIL-
LER of North Carolina, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. 
SCHWARZ of Michigan, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. LARSEN of 
Washington, Mr. CUMMINGS, and Ms. LINDA T. 
SÁNCHEZ of California. 

H.R. 1639: Ms. WATERS. 
H.R. 1687: Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. BISHOP of New 

York, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, and 
Ms. WATERS. 

H.R. 1689: Mr. ADERHOLT. 
H.R. 1789: Mr. MICHAUD. 
H.R. 1791: Mr. BISHOP of New York. 
H.R. 1794: Mrs. LOWEY. 
H.R. 1850: Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. MORAN of Vir-

ginia, and Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 
H.R. 1902: Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. HONDA, Mr. 

MCDERMOTT, and Ms. WATERS. 
H.R. 1954: Mr. SOUDER. 
H.R. 2012: Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 
H.R. 2017: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 2037: Mr. EVANS and Mr. MEEK of Flor-

ida. 
H.R. 2044: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts and 

Ms. WOOLSEY.
H.R. 2131: Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. 
H.R. 2207: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER and Mr. 

NEAL of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 2238: Mr. LOBIONDO. 
H.R. 2317: Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. MARCHANT, 

and Mr. EVANS. 
H.R. 2340: Mr. MICHAUD and Mr. STRICK-

LAND. 
H.R. 2358: Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 2474: Mr. KUHL of New York and Ms. 

JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 
H.R. 2562: Mr. SHERMAN. 
H.R. 2567: Mr. CUMMINGS and Mr. SESSIONS. 
H.R. 2637: Mr. PICKERING. 
H.R. 2649: Mrs. LOWEY. 
H.R. 2794: Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. LEWIS of 

Georgia, and Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
H.R. 2803: Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. GREEN of 

Wisconsin, Ms. CARSON, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. 
MCCOTTER, Mr. RENZI, Mr. ETHERIDGE, and 
Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida. 

H.R. 2891: Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida, 
Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. JACKSON of Illi-
nois, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, 
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr. 
WAXMAN, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
TOWNS, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Ms. CARSON, and 
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. 

H.R. 2959: Mr. FILNER, Mr. MICHAUD, and 
Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 2968: Mr. FITZPATRICK of Pennsylvania 
and Mr. DELAHUNT.

H.J. Res. 12: Mr. SABO and Mr. PASCRELL. 
H.J. Res. 52: Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. LYNCH, Mr. 

SANDERS, and Mr. CAPUANO. 
H.J. Res. 53: Mrs. DRAKE, Mr. COLE of Okla-

homa, Mr. ROGERS of Alabama, and Mr. SUL-
LIVAN. 

H. Con. Res. 90: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois and 
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. 

H. Con. Res. 140: Mr. BOOZMAN. 
H. Con. Res. 154: Mr. EVANS. 
H. Con. Res. 155: Mr. MCINTYRE, Mrs. 

KELLY, Mr. KIRK, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. ROTHMAN, 
Mrs. MALONEY, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, 
and Mr. KINGSTON. 

H. Con. Res. 162: Mr. EVANS. 
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H. Con. Res. 168: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, 

Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 
KINGSTON, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. ROYCE, 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, 
Mr. ISSA, Mr. WELLER, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, 
Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. MCCAUL 
of Texas, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. POE, Ms. WAT-
SON, Ms. HARRIS, Mr. FORTENBERRY, and Mr. 
HONDA. 

H. Con. Res. 172: Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, and Mr. 
CLYBURN. 

H. Con. Res. 180: Mr. GORDON. 
H. Con. Res. 181: Mr. FRANK of Massachu-

setts. 
H. Res. 230: Mr. MCNULTY. 
H. Res. 299: Mrs. MALONEY. 
H. Res. 312: Mr. TERRY, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. 

HOLDEN, Mr. CASE, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. 

HINOJOSA, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, and Mr. 
BACHUS. 

H. Res. 325: Mr. LEVIN. 
H. Res. 326: Mr. ENGEL, Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. 

TANCREDO, and Mr. CROWLEY. 
H. Res. 328: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 

CROWLEY, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey, Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. 
LEACH, Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. 
CONYERS, and Mr. PALLONE.

f 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 

were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 2646: Mr. BROWN of South Carolina, 
Mr. CAMP, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. KELLER, Mr. 

LUCAS, Mr. REHBERG, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. 
UPTON, and Mr. THORNBERRY.

f 

DISCHARGE PETITIONS—
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS 

The following Members added their 
names to the following discharge peti-
tions:

Petition 2 by Mr. MARSHALL on House 
Resolution 270: Chet Edwards, Neil Aber-
crombie, Anthony D. Weiner, Lynn C. Wool-
sey, Howard L. Berman, Chaka Fattah, Anna 
G. Eshoo, Loretta Sanchez, Ike Skelton, Ed-
ward J. Markey, Richard E. Neal, Ed Pastor, 
Ruben Hinojosa, and Robert E. (Bud) 
Cramer, Jr. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 23:58 Jun 21, 2005 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00079 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A20JN7.083 H20PT1


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-09-14T09:43:45-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




